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line  23.  for  ''appelknt"  read  "  appellante." 

line  8  from  bottom,  for  "  his"  read  "  their." 

line  7.  for  "render"  read  "renders." 

line  26.  for  " lessons"  read  "lessens.** 

laet  line,  after  "  non"  insert  ".  as  to  eosts." 

line  6.  for  "  ErUlJ."  read  "  ErU  C.  J." 

note  (6).  for  "  4  Bliffh,  N,  S."  lead  "  4  Bligh,  N.  &" 
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note  (a),  for  "  1  ff.  B."  wad  •«  1  iJl  BV 
line  12.  insert  "oontril." 

line  12  from  bottom,  after  "Afieh.  Term"  insert  "  1862." 
line  4  from  bottom,  insert  '*  oontrA." 
line  9,  for  "  Edward  Jowi'  read  "  Edward  James:* 
line  8  from  bottom,  for  (c)  read  {d\ 
Une  14.  The  New  Biver  Cktmnany,  appts..  JohMtm^  respt .  is  now  reported 

in  2  £  ^  E,  436  *     .^     *  *  ^ 

note  (a), 'for  "2  bIm,  N.  C."  read  " 6  Bitiff.  N,  Cr 
to  side  note  add  "  Atoppei:* 
note  (c),  for  "  Afyen*'  read  •«^/." 


CASES  1862. 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


THE    QUEEN'S  BENCH, 

IK 

TRINITY   VACATION, 

XXVI.  VICTORIA. 


Tbe  Qtjekn  against  The  Vestry  of  Lambeth.       saturd^iy, 

June  28th. 


VauxkaU  Bridge  was  bniLt  hv  a  Company  ander  stat  49  O.  3.  c.  cxlii.,    Mgtrtmolis 
Vy  Vhich  they  were  empowered  to  make  ^amon^  others)  a  road  leading   i^f^ManaoB" 
from  the  bridge  to  the  turnpike  road  in  tne  parish  of  Ixmhetk^  and  were   Z^  a^*  nage^ 
xeqiQTed  to  pat  ap  lamp-posts  and  lamps  for  lighting  the  bridge,  and    i  o  i^  19  'rr,w 
vpon  the  ndes  of  it,  and  also  upon  the  sides  of  the  Tokd,  under  pain  of       .aa  .^  qq  ' 
uing  indicted;  and  the  tolls  were  to  be  applied  in  lighting  the  bridge    1*^^055* 
and  road.    Half  the  bridce  which  acljoms  the  county  of  Surrey  was  to    Vfl'jJ^' 
be  deemed  in  the  ^Mrish  of  Lambeth^  but  was  not  to  be  deemed  a  county   ^^^^ 
bxidge  so  as  to  subject  the  conntjr  or  parish  to  the  repairs  of  the  bridge   ^^^*^^' 
or  load.    By  a  h^tine  and  paving  Act,  9  &  10  Fict  e,  cocL,  Comnus* 
aionen  were  appointed  for  putting  that  Act  into  execution ;  by  sect  50 
they  were  authorized  and  empowered  to  cause  (amongst  others)  the  road 
to  the  middle  of  VauxhaU  Bridae  to  be  kept  properly  lighted ;  and  by 
fl«ct  51  it  was  enacted  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  ^em  to  cause  such  of 
the  streets  as  they  should  think  proper  to  be  lighted;  and  by  sect  62 
**the  pnsent  lamps  and  lamp-pcwts  in  the  streets  and  other  places 
vitiiin  the  district  or  limits  mentioned  in  the  Act,  and  which  snail  or 
may  hereaiter  be  erected  or  fixed  by  virtue  of  that  Act,  shall  belong 
to  and  be  the  property  of  the  Commissioners."    By  The  Metropolis 
Local  Management  Act  18  &  19  Vict.  e.  120.  s.  90.,  all  the  duties, 
poven  and  authorities  for  and  in  relation  to  the  lighting  any  parish 
mentioned  in  the  Schedule  (A)  (Lambeth  being  one),  or  any  part  of  such 
fMriah,  which  at  the  passing  ot  the  Act  were  vested  in  any  Commis^ 
siooers  or  in  any  other  body  than  the  vestry  of  such  parish,  are  to  be 
vested  in  and  performed  by  the  vestiy ;  and  by  sect.  93  all  property, 
natten  and  things  vested  in  such  Commissioners  or  other  body,  in  con- 
ooction  with  any  such  duties  or  powers,  are  vested  in  the  vestxy  of  the 
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ThtQtza 

VewfT  of 
Lajiisetb. 


jmribk.  Bt  bmL  190.  tbe  Testij  cSuI  esne  tW  arrenl  streete  vithin 
tiMir  pariidi  to  be  veO  and  c(dBaeD%  liglit«d ;  and  by  secL  250  the 
word  *•  etreeT  a^He»  to  and  ixtdode^'  mit  bride*  not  being  a  county 
brid^  Held  thiiiL  br  tst^x.  9  &  10  Ftl  c.  ckxL,  tike  popet^  in  tbV 
luDpA  aioD|r  the  r<.i2id  and  on  half  tbe  bridge  ws  Tested  m  the  Commis- 
nooere :  aad  ibe  oblicaxiaii  to  fifbt  iJbe  road  and  half  the  bridge  vis 
tnjiefiSTtsd.  from  the  Bridge  CconpauT  to  the  CoamiaBiancts ;  and  by 
The  lletropclis  Loo]  Maoagcneot  Act,  IS  A  19  Tk^.  c  130.  <».  90  and 
dS,  the  profiertj  in  soch  brnps  a&d  t}ie  obligalMD  to  l%fat  the  bridge 
vere  tzwufored  from  the  CommissioDers  to  the  t^eriij  of  the  parish  of 

StrrJ^lf^  if  istaX.  9  ft  10  Tin.  c.  eed.  bmd  not  tnasfcrrad  the  obligatioD 
aad  the  ^gmjeit^  £pnn  the  Bridge  Companj  to  the  OoauniaBioiien,  thev 
vould  be  transferred  to  the  TestiT  from,  the  Bridge  Company  bj  sect.  90 
ofatat.l8ftl9  Hetcl^a 


1LCAXDAMUS  to  the  Testiy  of  the  parish  of  Za»i&ff A, 
in  the  county  of  Surrey.  The  writ  recited  that  the 
pariah  of  Lambeth  was  one  of  the  parishes  mentioned  in 
Schedule  (A),  annexed  to  the  Act  for  the  better  Local 
Managemoit  of  the  Metropolis^  18  &  19  Viet.  c.  120.^ 
and  that  theyestiy  had  been  constitnted  a  body  corporate 
under  and  by  rirtue  of  that  Act:  that  J%e  Vauxhall 
Bridge  Company  had  many  years  since,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  stats.  49  Cr.  3.  c.  cxlii.  and  52  G.  3.  c.  cxItU., 
built  a  bridge  across  the  river  Thames  finom  or  near 
VauxIiaU  TuTDpike,  in  the  parish  of  Si.  Mary^  Lambeth^ 
in  the  county  of  Surrey,  to  the  opposite  shore,  in  the 
parish  of  St.  John,  in  the  city  and  liberty  of  Jfest- 
mhuter  and  county  of  Middlesex,  and  had  made  cer- 
tain roads  as  approaches  thereto,  and  had  thenceforth 
maintained  the  same  according  to  those  Acts;  and  the 
same  had  been  used  by  the  public,  subject  to  the 
payment  of  tolls  authorized  by  stat  49  G.  3.  c.  cxlii, 
and  under  and  according  to  that  Act;  and  that;,  by 
virtue  of  the  last  mentioned  Act,  half  the  bridge  next 
adjoining  to  the  city  and  liberty  of  Westminster  was 
deemed  to  be  and  was  in  the  city  and  liberty  of  Wsst- 
minster  and  county  of  Middlesex,  and  part  of  and  in  the 
parish  of  St.  John,  Westminster,  and  the  other  half  of 
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to  be  and  was  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and  part  of  and     The  Qukkx 
in  the  parish  of  Slf.  Mary,  Lambeth,  and  never  had  been       y^^  ^f 
nor  was  deemed  or  taken  to  be  a  county  bridge  so  as  to      Lambmh. 
subject  the  city  or  liberty  of  IVestminster,  or  the  counties 
otMiddk^ex  or  Surrey,  or  any  of  the  parishes  or  places 
m  the  said  Acts  mentioned,  or  either  of  them,  to  the 
repairing  or  supporting  of  the  same,  or  of  any  of  the 
roads  by  those  Acts  directed  to  be  made :  that  by  stat 
9  &  10  Fid.  c.  cccL,  entitled  ''An  Act  to  repeal  an  Act 
of  the  52d  year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  the  8d,  for 
lighting  and  watching  the  road  leading  from  Netninyton 
ButU  to  The  Nay's  Head  on  the  fFandtworth  Road,  and 
other  places,   communicating  therewith,   in  Lambeth, 
Clapham  and  Battersea,  in  Surrey  ;  and  for  making  other 
provisions  for  lighting  and  improving  the  said  roads, 
and  other  places  adjacent  or  near  thereto,"  the  Commis- 
sioners therein  named  and  appointed  were  authorized 
and  empowered  to  cause  to  be  properly  lighted  and  kept 
lighted,  amongst  other  roads,  streets  and  places,  the  road 
or  street  from  and  including  the  house  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  Robert  Drummand,  opposite  VauxhaU  Turnpike,  to 
the  middle  of  VauxhaU  Bridye  (which  road,  street,  and 
pbce  was  and  is  the  road  made  and  maintained  by  the 
VoHxhaU  Bridye  Company,  in  the  parish  of  Lambeth, 
under  stat  49  G.  8.  e.  cxlii«,  as  an  approach  to  the 
said  bridge  firom  the  public  highway  in  the  parish  of 
Ijmbeth),  and  so  much  of  the  said  bridge  as  was  in 
that  parish:  that  the  Commissioners,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  stat.  9  &  10  VtcL  e.  cccL,  took  upon  them- 
selves to  light,  and  up  to  the  time  when  their  powers 
ceased  under  and  by  virtue  of  stat.  18  &  19  Vict  c.  120., 
continued  to  light,  part  of  the  road  made  and  main* 
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ISes.        tained  hr  TV  VmmMkmll  Briiy  CmHpamf,  (to  wit)    the 
Y^Q  ___"  n»d  or  street  from  and  indviding  the  house  in  theoccu- 
pttdoQ  of  iZoferf  Drmmmgmi,  c^^osite   VauxhaU  Turn- 
pike, to  the  fooc  of  V^mAaa  Bwidge:    and  that  the 
defendants  had  anoe  wwithinffd  to  hgfat  so  much  of  the 
and  road  or  fltmt    Tk  writ  dwn  alleged  that  the 
half  of  TmxkaU  Brii^  within  the  parish  of  Lambeth 
was  a  street  within  that  pariah  whidi  the  defendants 
were  antiiQri»d  and  empowered  and  directiid  to  light, 
and  that  the  same  had  not  been  wdl  and  sufficiently 
lighted  by  diem;  and  that  they  had  been  duly  required^ 
by  and  on  bdialf  of  the  Faaueiofl  Briifye  Campcay,  well 
and  snflBciently  to  light  the  same,  and  fiur  that  purpose 
to  maintain,  or  set  np  and  maintain,  a  soffident  number 
of  lamps  in  tiie  street,  and  to  canae  the  same  to  be 
lighted  with  gas  or  otherwise  and  to  continue  lighted  at 
and  during  sudi  times  as  the  defendants  might  think  fit, 
necessary  or  proper;  but  that  the  defendants  had  neg- 
lected and  refused  weU  or  suffidently  or  in  any  manner 
to  light  the  part  of  the  bridge  so  being  such  street  in 
the  parish  of  LamAeih,  or  any  part  thereof,'  or  to  main- 
tain, or  set  np  and  maintain,  a  suffident  or  any  num- 
ber of  lamps  in  the  street,  or  any  lamp  therein :   and 
commanded  the  defendants  to  cause  that  part  of  Faior- 
hatt  Bridge  whidi  was  within  the  parish  of  St  Margf 
Lambeth^  to  be  wdl  and  suffidently  lighted ;  and  for 
that  purpose  to  maintain,  or  set  up  and  maintain,  a 
suffident  number  of  lamps,  and  to  cause  the  same  to  be 
lighted  with  gas  or  otherwise  and  to  continue  lighted, 
according  to  the  direction  of  stat  18  &  19  VicL  c.  120. 
Betum.     That  the  half  of  VauxhaU  Bridge  within 
the  parish  o{  Lambeth  was  not  a  street  within  the  parish 
of  Lambeth  which  the  defendants  were  authorised  and 
directed  to  light. 
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Plea.  That  VauxhaU  Bridge,  including  the  half 
thereof  in  the  pariah  of  Lambeth^  was,  for  a  long  time 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  stat  9  &  10 
Fkt.  €.  oocL,  dedicated  to  and  frequented,  and  used  by 
the  paUic  as,  and  was  a  public  highway  and  thoiongh- 
fiue,  subject  to  payment  of  tolls  to  the  said  Company, 
from  and  to  divers  highways  and  places  in  the  parish  of 
Lai^eih,  to  and  from  divers  highways  and  places  in  the 
city  of  Westminster,  and  was  much  frequented  and  used 
by  the  public  as  such  thoroughfare  and  highway  as  well 
by  night,  as  by  day,  and  at  all  times  of  the  night  and 
day,  on  foot,  and  with  carriages  and  cattle ;  and  it  had 
become  and  was  necessary  for  the  public  convenience 
and  safety  that  the  bridge  should  be  lighted  at  night ; 
and  the  bridge  had  continued  to  be  so  used  by  the  public 
as  soch  thoroughfare  and  highway  from  thence  hitherto, 
and  it  had  been  thence  hitherto  and  still  was  necessary 
for  the  public  convenience  and  safety  that  the  bridge, 
including  the  half  thereof  in  the  parish  of  Lambethj 
thould  be  so  lighted;  and  that  the  half  of  VauxhaU 
Bridge  in  the  parish  of  Lambeth,  was  a ''  street*'  within 
the  said  parish,  which  the  defendants  were  authorised 
and  empowered  and  directed  to  light. 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  therein. 

The  case  was  argued,  in  Trinity  Term,  June  11th  and 
12th,  before  Wiohtman,  Cbohpton  and  Blackbukn  J  J. 


1862. 


The  QuBBS 

Veetry  of 

LiAXBBTH. 


BaoiU,  (with  him  Diffby  Seymour 
defendants,  cited  sects  4&,  46,  117, 
Stat.  49  G.  8.  c.  czliL ;  and  contended 
to  light  the  half  of  Vauxhall  Bridge, 
Bridge  Company  by  sect.  118,  was 
deration  for  their  right  to  take  tolls, 
d4j  and  that  that  section  was  not 


and  Foot),  for  the 
120,  128,  125,  of 
that  the  obligation 
imposed  upon  the 
part  of  the  consi- 
given  by  sects.  89, 
repealed  either  by 
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1862.        "tat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  oodL  ss.  50.  and  54,  whidi  were 
The  QvBn~  affimiatiYe  and  empowering  only ;  DaUm  v.  Seaman  (a), 
Ves^of      P^  -ParAe  B. ;  or  by  The  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Lahbsth.     Act,  18  &  19  VicL  e.  120.,  according  to  the  maxim 
Oeneralia  specialibna  non  derogant;  The  lAmdan  and 
Blachwall  Railway  Company  y.  The  Board  af  Works  far 
the  Ldmehauu  District  {b\'pcrWood\.C.  I  [he  cited  sects. 
62,  94  of  Stat.  9  &  10  Viet.  e.  cccL,  andsecto.  90,  93,94, 
96,  of  Stat.  18  &  19  Vud.  c.  120.]    Also  that  the  word 
'^street,''  in  sect  180  of  stat.  18  &  19  Ttct  e.  12a,  was 
not  extended  by  the  interpretation  danse,  sect.  250, 
to  include  a  bridge  belonging  to  a  private  Company, 
upon  whom  an  obligation  had  been  imposed  in  consi- 
deration of  a  power  to  take  toUs ;  as  that  dause  only 
has  reference  to  sect.  144. 

Denman  (with  him  Prendergast)^  for  the  prosecutors, 
contended  that,  by  stat  9  &;  10  VicL  c  cccl.,  the  liability 
to  light  the  half  of  VauxhaU  Bridge  was  imposed  on 
the  Commissioners  for  executing  that  Act,  and  that 
such  liabUity  was,  by  stat  18  &  19  VicL  c.  12a  s.  90., 
transferred  to  the  vestry  of  Lambeth,  who  represent  the 
Commissioners :  [he  cited  stats.  49  G.  8.  c.  cxlii.  ss.  42, 
46,  89,  117,  125  ;  9  &  10  VicL  e.  ccd.  ss.  51,  62,  142; 
18  &  19  VicL  c.  120.  ss.  93,  130,  250.]  He  further 
argued  that  the  maxim  Greneralia  spedalibus  non  dero- 
gant did  not  apply  as  between  the  Bridge  Company 
and  the  Commissioners ;  Daw  v.  The  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  (c) ;  that  permissive  words  in  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment are  construed  as  obligatory  where  the  matter  i& 
for  the  public  benefit  or  in  advancement  of  public  justice ; 
Bex  et  Reg.  v.  Barlow  {d) ;  Beg.  v.  The  Tithe  Commis* 

(a)  9  Jlf.  #  fT.  777.  789.  (6)  3  Kay  #  John,  123.  127. 

(c)  12  C  B,  N,  S.  161.  (<0  2  8alk.  609. 
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si(men{a),  MaedougaU  y.  Patersan  (b) ;  and  that  the  half       IS62. 
of  FauxhaU  Bridge  was  a  street  within  the  parish  which  'xhe  Qukw 
the  YCBtiy  were  bound  to  light  by  stat  18  &  19  Vict      VestJ^of 
c.  12a  i.  180.  according  to  the  definition  of  that  word      Lambeth. 
given  by  sect  250. 

BomU  was  heard  in  reply. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

WioHTMAN  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

It  is  extremely  difficulty  if  not  impossible^  to  reconcile 
satisfactorily  the  provisions  of  the  several  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment referred  to  upon  the  argument  in  this  case ;  but, 
upon  the  best  consideration  that  we  can  give  to  the 
qaestions  raised  between  the  parties,  it  appears  to  us 
that  the  duty  of  lighting  tlie  half  of  FauxhaU  Bridge 
which  is  in  the  parish  of  Lambeth  has  devolved  upon  the 
vestiy  of  the  parish  by  virtue  of  the  9  &  10  Fict  c.  occl. 
and  the  18  &  19  Vict,  c  120.,  and  that  The  FauxhaU 
Bridge  Company  are  absolved  from  that  duty. 

The  Bridge  was  built  under  and  subject  to  the  provi- 
nona  of  the  49  G.  8.  e.  cxliL,  and  by  the  46th  section  of 
that  Act  the  Bridge  Company  have  power  to  make  roads 
for  a  proper  access  to  the  Bridge,  and,  amongst  others,  one 
firom  the  foot  of  the  bridge  to  the  turnpike  road  leading 
to  and  near  VauxhaU  Turnpike  in  the  parish  of  Lambeth. 
By  the  118th  section  of  that  statute,  the  Bridge  Com- 
pany are  required  to  put  up  lamp-posts  and  lamps  for 
lighting  the  Bridge  upon  the  sides  of  it,  and  also  in  and 
npon  or  along  the  sides  of  the  said  road  or  upon  or 

(a)  14  Q.  B.  549.  474.  (6)  11  C.  B.  755. 
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against  any  wall  or  palisade  of  any  house^  messuage  or 
tenement  fronting  the  said  road ;  and  by  the  123rd  sec- 
tion one  of  the  first  purposes  to  which  the  tolls  are  to 
be  applied  is  the  keeping  the  bridge  and  road  lighted ; 
and  by  the  125th  section  the  Company  may  be  indicted 
if  they  fail  in  so  doing.  By  the  120th  section  of  the 
Act  the  half  of  the  bridge  which  adjoins  the  county  of 
Surrey  is  to  be  deemed  part  of  and  in  the  parish  of  St 
Mary^  Lambeth. 

From  the  time  the  bridge  was  built  until  the  passing 
of  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  cccL.,  there  seems  to  have  been  no 
question  but  that  the  Bridge  Company  and  they  only 
were  subject  to  the  duty  of  keeping,  not  only  the  bridge, 
but  also  the  road  properly  lighted.  By  the  9  &  10  Fict 
c.  ccd.,  entitled  ''An  Act  to  repeal  an  Act  of  the  52d 
year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  the  3d,  for  lighting 
and  watching  the  road  leading  from  Newington  Butts  to 
The  Nag's  Head  on  the  Wandsworth  Road,  and  other 
places  communicating  therewith^  in  Lambeth,  Clapham, 
and  Baitersea  in  Surrey;  and  for  making  other  provi- 
sions for  lighting  and  improving  the  said  road,  and 
other  places  adjacent  or  near  thereto,''  certain  Commis- 
sioners were  appointed  (by  the  third  section)  for  putting 
that  act  in  execution;  and  by  the  50th  section  tiie 
Commissioners  were  authorized  and  empowered  to  cause 
the  several  roads,  streets,  and  places,  and  parts  thereof 
respectively,  as  thereinafter  mentioned  and  described,  to 
be  properly  lighted,  and  to  be  kept  lighted;  and  then 
followed  an  eniuneration  of  roads,  streets,  and  places, 
and  amongst  them  ''  the  road  or  street  from  and  inclu- 
ding the  house  in  the  occupation  of  Robert  Drummond 
opposite  Vauxhall  Turnpike  to  the  middle  of  FauxhaU 
Bridge/'  thereby   giving    the  Commissioners    express 
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or  street  opposite   VauxhaU  Turnpike  to  the  middle  of   The  Quebn 

Vmahall  Bridge.     As  The  VauxhaU  Bridge  Company      VesSyof 

were  already  bound  to  keep  the  whole  of  their  bridge     ^^*»»^°- 

and  of  this  road  lighted,  under  peril  of  an  indictment  if 

they  did  not,  it  is  not  easy  to  discover  the  object  of  the 

Legialatare  in  including  half  of  the  bridge  within  the 

aathoiity  of  the  Commissioners  in  respect  to  the  lighting. 

By  the  54ih  section  it  was  enacted  that  it  should  be 

lawfhl  for  the   Commissioners  to  cause  such  of  the 

streets  as  they  should  think  proper  to  be  lighted  at  such 

times  and  in  such  manner  as  they  should  think  fit,  and 

it  was  contended  for  the  defendants  that  the  terms  of 

the  &Oih  and  of  the  54th  sections  were  such  as  not  to 

niake  it  imperatiye  upon  the  Commissioners  to  light  the 

balf  of  VauxhaU  Bridge  at  aU,  but  that  they  might  leave 

it  to  be  lighted  as  it  had  been  and  was  by  the  Bridge 

Company,  who  were  bound  by  their  Act  of  Parliament 

to  do  so;  the  Commissioners  having,  however,  power  by 

the  Act  to  light  the  half  of  the  bridge  if  they  thought 

fit 

Ckmsiderable  difficulty  in  putting  a  proper  construc- 
tion upon  the  Act  in  respect  of  the  question  in  this 
esse  arises  from  the  very  peculiar  wording  of  the  62nd 
section,  by  which  it  is  enacted  ''  that  the  present  lamps, 
•  •  .  and  lamp-posts,  &c.,  in  the  several  streets  and 
other  places  in  or  within  the  district  or  limits  mentioned 
in  this  Act,  and  which  shall  or  mag  hereafter  be  erected 
or  fixed  up  by  virtue  of  this  Act,''  shall  belong  to  and  be 
the  property  of  the  Commissioners.  At  the  time  the  Act 
took  effect  there  could  not  have  been  any  lamps  or  lamp- 
posts erected  or  fixed  up  by  virtue  of  the  Act^  and  it.  is 
difficult  to  understand  what  the  Legislature  meant  by  the 
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1862       expression   '* present  lamps''  in  connection  with   the 
The  QuEBN     words  that  follow  ''and  which  shall  or  may  hereafter  be 
Vestry  of      ^'^'^^te^  or  fixed  up  by  virtue  of  this  Act.''    It  may  be 
Lambeth,     that  the  Legislature  intended  by  the  terms  they  used  to 
include  only  the  lamps  which  had  been  already  fixed  up 
in  the  streets  and  places  within  the  limits  mentioned  in 
the  Act^  by  virtue  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament  mentioned 
in  the  recital  and  title  to  the  9  &  10  Vict,  c,  oocL^  and 
also  lamps  to  be  fixed  up  in  future.    If  this  was  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature^  neither  the  lamps  upon  the 
bridge  nor  those  upon  the  road  leading  to  it^  which  had 
been  erected  by  the  Company  on  the  lands  of  others 
adjoining  to  that  road^  would  be  vested  in  the  Commis- 
sioners; but  the  Legislature  may  have  intended  that  all 
existing  lamps  set  up  within  the  prescribed  places  and 
hmits  in  the  fulfilment  of  a  pubhc  duty  to  set  them 
up  should  become  vested  in  the  Commissioners.     This^ 
which  would  not  be  an  unreasonable  construction  of  the 
meaning  of  the  Legislature  by  the  terms  used  in  the 
62d  section  of  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  cccL  would  vest  the  lamps 
and  lamp  posts  on  the  half  of  the  bridge  and  the  road  to 
Vauxhall  Turnpike  in  the  Commissioners^  and  would 
go  far  to  shew  that  the  Bridge  Company  would  not  be 
compellable  to  hght  the  bridge^  as  they  would  have 
no  right  to  meddle  with  lamps  or  lamp-posts  which 
were  vested   in  the  Commissioners.      No  distinction 
can  in  this  case  be  made  between  the  obligation  on  the 
Bridge  Company  to  light  the  road  and  the  obligation 
to  light  the  bridge  \  and,  though  it  is  by  no  means  dear 
that  the  Legislature  had  such  a  state  of  things  in  their 
contemplation,  we  think  that  the  language  they  have 
used  is  such  as  to  vest  the  lamps  fixed  up  by  the  Bridge 
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Company  along  the  road,  though  not  on  their  own 
premises,  and  the  lamps  on  half  the  bridge,  in  the  Com- 
misaoners,  and  thereby  to  disable  the  Bridge  Company 
from  lighting  or  interfering  with  them. 

If  the  obligation  to  light  half  of  the  bridge  was  thrown 
upon  the  CommissionerB,  as  we  are  disposed  to  think  it 
was  for  the  reasons  we  have  given,  the  effect  of  The 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Act  (18    &   19   Fict 
c  120.)  is  to  cast  the  duty  of  lighting  the  half  of  Vatue- 
kaU  Bridge  which  is  in  the  parish  of  Lambeth,  as  well 
aft  the  road  frcmi  the  bridge  towards  the  turnpike,  on  the 
T«9try  of  that  parish.     By  the  90th  section  of  The  Me- 
tropolis Local  Management  Act,  all  the  duties,  powers 
and  aathorities  for  or  in  relation  to  the  lighting  any  parish 
mentioned  in  schedule  (A)  {Lambeth  being  one)  or  any 
put  of  such  parish,  which,  at  the  passing  of  the  Act, 
were  Tested  in   any  Commissioners  or  in  any  other 
loij  than  the  westry  of  such  parish,  are  to  be  vested  in 
and  performed  by  the  vestry  of  such  parish ;  and  by  the 
93d  section  all  property,  matters  and  things  vested  in 
sQch  Commissioners  or  other  body  in  connection  with 
anysach  duties  or  powers  are  vested  in  the  vestry  of  the 
pariah.    The  Commissioners  under  the  Act  of  9  &  10 
^tct.c.cccL  had  power  and  authority  by  the  50th  section 
to  light  the  half  of  the  bridge  that  was  in  the  parish  of 
I^mbeth ;  and,  as  their  powers  and  authorities  are  trans- 
ferred to  the  vestry,  it  follows  as  a  consequence  that  the 
vestiy  of  Lambeth  has  power  and  authority  to  light  the 
half  of  the  bridge.    The  terms  of  the  90th  section  of 
the  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.  are  indeed  so  comprehensive 
that  it  might  well  be  contended  that,  even  if  the  9  &  10 
TicL  c.  cccL  had  not  transferred  the  obligation  to  light 
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the  bridge  and  the  property  in  the  lamps  ficom  the 
Bridge  Company  to  the  CommissionerBy  they  would  be 
transferred  to  the  vestry  of  the  parish  from  the  Bridge 
Company;  but  we  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  decide 
this,  as  we  think  they  are  transferred  from  the  Conunis- 
sioners  to  the  vestry.  By  sect.  180  of  the  18  &  19  Vict, 
c.  120.  it  is  enacted  that  the  vestry  shall  cause  the  several 
streets  within  their  pariah  or  district  to  be  well  and 
sufficiently  lighted;  and  by  the  interpretation  dause, 
sect.  250,  the  word  '^  street^'  applies  to  and  indudes  any 
bridge  not  being  a  county  bridge  (which  the  Vauxhall 
Bridge  is  not,  by  stat.  49  G.  8.  c.  cjdii.  s»  120.) 

It  appears  to  us,  putting  the  best  construction  we  can 
upon  these  Acts  of  Parliament  and  the  provisions  in 
them,  to  which  reference  has  been  made,  the  effect  of 
them  is  to  transfer  the  obligation  to  light  so  much  of  tbe 
bridge  as  is  in  Lambeth  to  the  vestry  of  that  parish^  and 
that  the  duty  of  lighting  it  imposed  upon  the  Bridge 
Company  by  the  49  G.  8.  c.  cxlii.  is  transferred  to  the 
vestry  of  Lambetkf  and  there  is  no  hardship  or  injustice 
in  this,  as  the  Bridge  Company  are  liable  to  be  assessed, 
and  indeed  are  assessed,  to  a  general  rate  for  lighting 
the  whole  parish;   and  we  therefore  think  that  the 
Crown  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown. 


> 
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Belasco,  appellant,  Hannakt,  respondent.       Saturday, 
Babton,  appellant,  Haitnant,  respondent.       2Sjt2^rict. 

c.  27. '.  32. 
Sefrethment 

Bjst«t.23&24  Viet.  e.27.  «.  32.  "everypeMon  Kcensed  to  keep  a  homes, 
Rfresbment  house  under  this  Acst  who  shall  knowingly  suffer  prostitutes,   ** Knowingly 
thieves,  or  drunken  and  disorderly  persons  to  assemble  at  or  continue  in  suffering 
or  upon  his  premises*'  is  liable  to  a  penalty  reeoYerable  before  justices,  prottitutes  to 
Vym  in  infonnation  under  this  section,  a  metropolitan  police  magistrate  assemble  and 
conricted  the  appellant,  and,  in  a  case  stirted  for  the  opinion  of  this  conttnue,** 
Court,  found  that  prostitutes  assembled  on  the  premises  of  the  appel-   Conviction. 
Ust  in  furtherance  of  prostitntion.    The  Court  upheld  ^e  conriction. 

Per  BlacHntm  J.    It  would  be  sufficient  to  warrant  a  oonYiction  if  the 
'"*pgtrate  found  that  prostitutes  assembled  as  such. 

Belasco^  appellant,  Hannant,  respondent 

QhSE  stated,  under  stat.  20  &  21  VieL  c.  4S.,  by  one 
of  the  Metropolitan  Police  Magistrates. 
Upon  the  hearing  of  a  summons  against  the  appellant 
to  answer*  the  complaint  of  a  superintendent  of  police 
for  an  offence  under  stat  28  &  24  Vict  c.  27.  s.  32. : 
"For  that  he,  on  &c.,  at  the  house  &c.,  and  within  the 
Metropolitan  Police  District,  being  a  person  licensed 
to  keep  a  refreshment  house  at  &c.,  did  knowingly 
snfer  prostitutes  to  assemble  at  and  continue  in  and 
upon  his  said  premises''  &c. ;  the  magistrate  found 
M  follows :  "  That  the  business  of  the  house  kept  by 
the  appellant  was  carried  on  under  a  reSreshment 
fioence;  that  the  ordinary  usage  of  the  appellant  was  to 
keep  Us  house  open  from  about  midnight  to  four  a.  m., 
^nvnly  for  the  purpose  of  providing  refireshment  for  known 
prostitutes ;  that  on  the  morning  of  the  day  in  question, 
l^etween  the  hours  named,  156  prostitutes,  and  about  an 
equal  number  of  men,  yisited  the  house ;  that  the  attention 
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of  the  defendant  was  called  to  the  fact  that  the  women 
present  were  prostitutes,  and  he  admitted  his  knowledge 
of  the  fact ;  that,  during  the  visits  of  the  police,  thej 
(the  police)  saw  numbers  of  prostitutes  in  the  house 
who  were  not  partaking  of  refreshment ;  that  upon  some 
occasions  the  police  were  kept  waiting  at  the  door,  so 
that  time  was  given  to  do  away  with  all  evidence  of 
disorder  or  impropriety  of  conduct,  if  any  such  existed ; 
that  the  said  prostitutes  entered  the  house  kept  by 
the  appellant  either  singly  or  in  groups  and  in  the 
majority  of  cases  they  came  out  either  in  groups 
of  men  and  prostitutes,  or  a  man  and  a  prostitute,  in 
pairs;  and  that  the  Haymarhet^  dose  to  which  the 
defendant's  house  is  situated,  is  one  of  the  great  centres 
of  London  prostitutes  between  midnight  and  four  a.  m., 
or  thereabouts :  finally,  that  not  one  of  the  prostitutes 
present  was  apparently  needy  or  in  distress ;  that  the 
police  discovered  no  trace  of  indecency,  drunkenness 
or  disorder  in  the  said  house ;  that  it  was  a  bonA  fide 
supper  house ;  that  a  considerable  number  of  suppers 
were  actually  served  on  the  night  in  question ;  that  it 
did  not  appear  that  those  prostitutes  who  were  not  seen 
to  take  refreshment  tarried  in  the  house  for  a  longer 
time  than  would  have  been  needful  to  procure  refresh- 
ment, had  such  been  their  intention ;  and  that  the  said 
house  was  a  frtir  sample  of  Haymarket  supper  houses 
used  by  the  upper  class  of  prostitutes  of  the  district/' 

Upon  these  facts  the  magistrate  found  that  the  pros- 
titutes did  assemble  at  the  house  of  appellant  in  further- 
ance of  prostitution,  and  he  convicted  the  appellant  in  the 
penalty  of  twenty  shillings. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether, 
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upon  finding  these  hcts,  the  conviction  was  right  in  point        1862. 

of  law? 


FkU,  in  support  of  the  conviction. — By  sect  32  of 
8tat  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  27.,  for  r^olating  the  licensing  of 
refreshment  houses,  ''  every  person  licensed  to  keep  a 
refreshment  house  under  this  Act  who  shall  knowingly 
suffer  prostitutes,  thieves,  or  drunken  and  disorderly 
persons  to  assemble  at  or  continue  in  or  upon  his  pre- 
mises/' shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  recoverable  before 
justices.  The  conviction  was  warranted  by  the  facts. 
In  Greig^  appt.^  Bendeno,  respt.  (a),  which  was  a  case 
upon  an  enactment  in  a  local  police  Act  containing 
aluiost  the  same  words,  the  magistrate  had  dismissed 
the  sammona  because  there  had  been  no  disorderly  con- 
duct; and  the  Court  held  that  the  magistrate  was  not 
bound  to  convict ;  but  they  said  that,  if  he  inferred  firom 
prostitates  coming  together  that  they  in  fact  met  for 
purposes  of  prostitution,  or  disorderly  conduct,  he  ought 
to  convict,  whether  there  had  been  disorderly  conduct  or 
not.    [He  also  cited  Parker  v.  Green  (6):] 

BudHeOon  {H.  8.  Giffard  with  him),  contra.— The 
facts  found  do  not  constitute  an  offence  under  stat. 
23  &  24  Viet.  c.  27.  $.  32.  It  is  not  found  that  the 
appdhtnt  knowingly  permitted  the  prostitutes  to  remain 
iu  or  upon  his  premises.  The  licence  for  keeping  a 
refreshment  house,  the  form  of  which  is  given  by  the 
Bt&tute,  Sched.  Na  1,  does  not  mention  prostitutes,  nor 
the  continuing  of  persons  of  that  character  upon  the 
planuses.     In  Greig^  ^ppt,  Bendeno,  respt.  (a),  certain 

(a)  £1^.  #£L133.  {b)  2B.fS.2&9, 
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facts  were  assumed.  {^Crampton  J.  It  is  not  necessary, 
to  constitute  an  offence  under  this  statute,  that  the 
persons  assembled,  being  thieves,  should,  at  that  time 
have  in  view  an  act  of  thieving,  or  be  planning  a 
burglary.] 


Field  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 


Barton,  appellant,  Hannant,  respondent 

/^  ASE  stated,  under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43.,  by  the 
same  Metropolitan  Police  Magistrate. 
Upon  the  hearing  of  a  summons  against  the  appel- 
lant for  the  same  offence  as  in  the  preceding  case, 
the  magistrate  found  as  follows :  ''  That  the  appellant 
had  for  some  time  kept  his  house  open  under  a  refresh- 
ment licence,  and  that  on  the  morning  of  the  19th 
April  it  was  so  kept  open  between  the  hours  of  12  a.m. 
and  4  p.m. ;  that  the  police  visited  the  house  from  half 
hour  to  half  hour  within  the  limits  of  time  named ;  that 
upon  each  occasion  they  found  numbers  of  known  pros- 
titutes assembled  in  a  public  room  in  the  said  house ; 
that  the  largest  number  on  any  of  the  visits  so  made  by 
the  police  were  ninety-five  women,  nearly  all  of  whom 
were  known  to  be  prostitutes ;  that  no  signs  of  refresh- 
ment, saving  a  few  soda  water  bottles  and  coffee  cups, 
were  forthcoming  on  any  occasion ;  that  the  prostitutes 
were  all  apparently  belonging  to  the  upper  class  of 
prostitutes ;  that  the  especial  attention  of  the  appellant 
was  called  to  the  fact  that  the  women  present  during 
the  visits  of  the  police  were  prostitutes,  and  he  admitted 
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bis  knowledge  of  the  fact ;  that  many  of  the  prostitateB       1862. 
seen  by  the  police  in  the  said  public  room  were  the       bartom 
same  who  had  been  seen  on  the  occasion  of  their  former     haJitavt. 
mits  during  the  said  morning ;  that  about  equal  numbers 
of  men  and  prostitutes  were  present  in  the  said  house 
during  the  said  morning;  that  the  police  were  in  many 
instances  kept  waiting  whilst  a  bell  was  rung^  and  that 
an  interval  of  about  two  minutes  elapsed  before  they 
were  admitted  into  the  said  public  room ;  and  that  no 
eridenoe  was  produced  to  shew  that  any  refreshment  was 
serred  in  a  bon&  fide  way  throughout  the  night ;  that^ 
on  the  other  hand^  there  was  no  evidence  of  drunken- 
nessy  indecenqr  or  impropriety  of  conduct  in  the  persona 
present  at  the  said  house  on  the  said  day/' 

On  this  evidence  the  magistrate  found  that  the  pros- 
titutes assembled^  and  in  some  instances  continued  on  the 
premises  of  the  appellant  in  furtherance  of  prostitution ; 
and  he  convicted  the  appellant  in  the  penalty  of  sixty 
shillingSy  it  being  his  second  offence. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was^  whether, 
upon  finding  these  focts,  the  conviction  was  right  in  point 
of  law. 

Pigoit  Serjt,  for  the  appellant 

Fidd  was  not  called  upon  to  support  the  conviction. 

WioHTMAN  J.  The  question  in  both  cases  is,  not  whe- 
ther the  magistrate  was  bound  to  convict  upon  the  evidence 
before  him,  but  whether,  the  magistrate  having  convicted, 
the  evidence  warranted  him  in  convicting.  In  this 
respect  they  differ  firom  Oreig,  appt,  Bendeno,  resp.  (a), 

VOL.  II.  C  B.   &  S. 
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where  the  magistrate  had  not  convicted^  and  the  qnes- 
tion  was,  whether  he  was  bound  to  convict  nnder  cir- 
cumstances analogous  to  the  present     The  Court  held 
that  he  was  not ;  but  Lord  Campbell  said,  p.  137,  "  It 
is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  bring  a  case  within  the  Act, 
that  there  should  be  actual  disorderly  conduct ;''  and 
Erie  J.  said,  *'  If  such  women  come  together  for  the  pur- 
pose of  prostitution,  or  if  thieves  come  together  for  their 
unlawful  purpose,  the  magistrate   has  power  to   con- 
vict" And  Crompton  J.  added,  "  I  quite  agree  that  upon 
the  facts  found  to  be  proved,  the  magistrate  was  not 
bound  to  convict.    He  was  bound  to  see  whether  the 
evidence  satisfied  him  that  the  women  came  together  for 
the  purpose  of  prostitution  or  disorderly  conduct.     It  is 
a  pure  question  of  &ct  for  him :  he  was  bound  to  convict 
if  he  thought  they  came  for  that  purpose :  and  to  that 
extent,  perhaps,  I  should  be  disposed  to  qualify  what 
I  understood  my  Lord  to  say.*'    In  that  case  the  Court 
held  that  the  facts  were  consistent  with  the  persons  being 
in  the  hoiise  for  the  purpose  of  refireshment  merely. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  these  unfortunate  women  are  en- 
titled to  obtain  reasonable  refreshment ;  but  the  question 
is,  whether  the  appellant,  under  colour  of  keeping  a  bona 
fide  supper  house,  did  not  convert  it  into  a  house  of  call 
for  prostitutes.    It  would  be  a  great  encouragement  to 
.prostitution  to  hold  that  refireshment  houses,  in  which 
were  prostitutes  so  assembled,  are  not  within  stat.  23  &  24 
Vict  c.  27.     The  terms  of  sect.  32  are,  '*  knowingly  suffer 
prostitutes,  thieves,  or  drunken  and  disorderly  persons  to 
assemble  at  or  continue  in  or  upon  his  premises.'^    The 
magistrate  finds  that  prostitutes  were  in  the  habit  of 
coming  to  the  appellants'  prenyses  in  great  numbers,  and 
that  they  all  came  there  for  the  purpose  of  prostitution : 
that  is  the  construction  which  I  give  to  the  words  "  in 
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{artheranoe  of  prostitution :''  though  it  is  not  a  happy 
expression.  He  drew  the  inference  that  the  appellants 
well  knew  that  that  they  came  there  for  the  purpose  of 
prostitution;  and  that  was  a  question  for  him.  The 
magistrate  finds  a  great  many  fiicts^  the  whole  of  which 
led  him  to  the  conclusion  that  the  appellants  had  com- 
mitted an  offence  within  the  Act ;  and  I  think  that  there 
were  drcumstances  enough  proved  before  him  to  warrant 
kim  in  coming  to  that  conclusion  in  both  cases. 
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Beu^sco 

V. 

Hanvakt. 

Barton 

▼. 
Hahmaxt. 


CaoMPTON  J.  The  question  is,  whether  there  was^  in 
point  of  law,  evidence  sufficient  to  justify  these  convic* 
tions.  The  magistrate  finds  the  facts^  draws  an  inference 
from  them,  and  then,  in  form,  convicts  the  appellants. 
The  statement  of  the  magistrate  consists  of  two  parts, 
first,  the  facts  which  he  found  to  be  proved ;  secondly, 
the  inference  which  he  drew  from  them.  Looking  at  the 
&ct8  found,  I  think  there  was  evidence  in  both  cases 
from  which,  in  point  of  law,  he  was  justified  in  drawing 
the  inference  which  he  did,  that  the  appellants  had  com- 
mitted an  offence  within  stat.  28  &  24  Vict.  c.  27. 


Blackbusn  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  both  con< 
victions  ought  to  be  affirmed.  The  magistrate  has  con- 
noted the  appellants  of  knowingly  suffering  prostitutes 
to  assemble  and  continue  in  and  upon  his  premises,  in 
the  words  of  stat.  28  &  24  Vict  c.  27.  s.  82.  I  agree 
that  the  mere  fact  that  the  women  are  prostitutes, 
or  that,  the  men  are  thieves,  would  not  bring  a  case 
within  the  statute,  because  a  number  of  prostitutes  or 
thieyes  may  assemble,  yet  it  might  not  be  an  assembling 
of  them  as  prostitutes  or  thieves ;  but  as  soon  as  it 
appears  that  they  meet  upon  the  premises  as  such,  to  the 
c  2 
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Bblasoo 

V. 

Hamnant. 

Ba&ton 

▼. 
Hamiiant. 
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knowledge  of  the  keeper  of  the  house,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  prostitution,  or  burglary,  or  theft,  should  be  actually 
planned  at  the  time.  The  magistrate  has  found,  and  has 
stated  the  evidence  upon  which  he  has  found,  that  the 
women  assembled  on  the  appellants'  premises  in  further- 
ance of  prostitution ;  that  was  more  than  he  need  have 
found.  It  would  have  been  sujaScient  if  he  had  found 
that  they  had  assembled  in  the  capacity  of  prostitutes. 
Conviction  affirmed  in  both  cases. 


Saturday, 
July  12th. 


County  rate. 
Bor&ugh. 
15  #  16  VicU 
e.  81.  8,  61. 


The  Mayor  and  Free  Burgesses  of  the  Borough 
of  East  Lode,  appellants,  The  Justices  of  the 
Peace  for  the  County  of  Cornwall,  respon- 
dents. 


The  Mayor  and  Free  Burgesses  of  the  borongh  of  Eoit  Loot,  who  were 
a  corporation  by  prescription,  received  a  charter  from  Queen  Etizahtth 
coniinning  their  ancient  rights  and  priyileges,  and  granting  others.  A 
further  charter  was  gran  tea  by  King  James  the  Second,  by  which  certain 
officers  of  the  borough  were  to  be  justices  of  the  peace  in  the  borough, 
and  were  empowered  to  hold  sessions  of  the  peace,  and  to  inquire  of,  hear, 
and  determine  whatsoever  trespasses,  misprisions,  and  other  defects  and 
articles  within  the  borough  committed,  which  the  justices  of  the  peace 
in  any  county  might  hear  and  determine ;  so  that  they  did  not  proceed 
to  the  determination  of  any  treason,  murder,  felony,  or  any  matter 
touching  the  loss  of  life ;  with  a  non-intromittant  clause  to  the  justices 
of  the  county.  Sessions  had  been  rec^ularly  held  by  the  borough  jus- 
tices ;  but  no  persons  had  been  inficted  or  tried  there,  the  practice 
being  to  send  all  offenders  to  the  county  gaol  for  trial  at  the  assizes 
or  sessions  of  the  county;  the  only  business  done  at  the  borough 
sessions  being  presentments  for  nuisances.  The  cost  of  maintaining  the 
persons  so  committed  had  been  sometimes  paid  out  of  the  borough  poor 
rate.  The  county  justices  had  never  exercised  any  jurisdiction  in  the 
borough,  except  in  the  custody  and  trial  of  prisoners  sent  to  them  by 
the  borough  justices ;  nor  had  the  inhabitants  of  the  borough  ever  been 
assessed  to  the  county  rate,  nor  had  any  rate  in  the  nature  of  a  county 
rate  been  levied  in  the  borough.  By  stat.  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  81.  s.  51., 
relating  to  the  assessment  of  coimty  rates,  the  word  "  county*'  shall,  in 
the  construction  of  that  Act,  mean  and  include  any  liberty,  franchise, 
or  other  place  in  which  rates  in  the  nature  of  county  rates  may  be 
levied,  having  a  separate  commission  of  the  peace,  and  not  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  at  large  in  which  such  liberty,  &c,  may 
lie,  nor  contributing  to  the  county  rates  ^or  such  county :  Held,  that  the 
borough  of  East  Looe  was  within  the  definition  given  in  that  section, 
and  therefore  was  not  liable  to  be  assessed  to  the  rate  for  the  county  at 
large. 
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rys  appeal  against  the  basis  or  standard  for  a  county        1862. 

rate  for  CarmoaU,  the  fioUowing  special  case  wi^s  ji^yor  of 

stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  pursuant  to  stat.  E^^t  Loo* 

12  &  13  Vict.  c.  45.  s.  11.  J"«ti'^«  ^' 

COBKWALU 

The  appellants  have  been  an  ancient  corporation  from 
time  immemorial,  and  in  the  year  1588  (29  Eliz.)  re- 
ceived a  charter  firom  Queen  JSlizabeth,  confirming  their 
aadent  rights  and  privileges,  and  granting  others.  By 
this  charter  they  were,  amongst  other  things,  to  have  a 
conmion  gaol,  to  appoint  a  mayor,  to  elect  a  recorder, 
and  to  have  and  hold  a  Court  of  record  for  civil  causes. 

A  farther  charter  was  granted  by  King  James  I., 
in  the  30th  year  of  his  reign,  confirming  and  extend- 
ing the  charter  of  Elizabeth,  and  containing,  amongst 
oUier  things,  the  following  clauses  :  ''And  further, 
we  will  and  by  these  presents,  for  us,  our  heirs  and  suc- 
ceBson,  do  grant  to  the  aforesaid  mayor,  and  to  the 
free  burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid,  and  to  their 
snceenors,  that  the  mayor,  recorder  and  last  predecessor 
of  every  mayor  of  the  borough  aforesaid  for  the  time 
being  for  ever  shall  be  justices  of  us,  our  heirs  and  suc- 
cessors, for  the  preserving  and  keeping  the  peace  of  us, 
oar  heirs  and  successors,  within  the  borough  aforesaid, 
the  Uberties  and  precincts  thereof,  for  the  keeping  and 
causing  to  be  kept  all  ordinances  and  statutes  for  the 
good  of  our  peace  and  for  the  preservation  thereof,  and 
finr  the  quiet  rule  and  government  of  us,  our  heirs 
and  successors,  mentioned  in  all  their  articles  in  the 
aforeaaid  burgess-ship,  the  liberties  and  precincts  thereof, 
according  to  the  virtue,  form  and  effect  of  the  same 
statates  and  ordinances,  and  to  do  all  other  things 
which  do  belong  to  the  office  of  a  justice  of  our  peace 
in  any  county  within  this  our  kingdom,  and  to  chas- 
tiae  and  punish  all  that  shall  offend  against  the  form 
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Mayor  of 

£a8T  Loob 

▼. 

Jiutico0  of 

COAVWALl. 


of  their  ordinances  and  statutes^  or  any  of  them,  in 
the  borough  aforesaid,  according  to  the  form  of  ordi- 
nances and  statutes  that  they  have  or  shall  have ;  and 
that  the  said  mayor,  recorder  and  last  predecessor  of 
every  mayor  of  the  borough  aforesaid  for  the  lime  being, 
or  any  two  of  them,  (of  whom  the  mayor  and  recorder 
of  the  borough  aforesaid  for  the  time  bdng,  we  will  that 
he  be  one),  be  justices  of  us,  our  heirs  and  successors,  to  in- 
quire by  the  oath  of  honest  and  legal  men  of  the  borough 
aforesaid,  by  whom  the  truth  of  the  thing  may  be  better 
known,  of  all  and  all  manner  of  felony  and  other  evil 
acts  and  o£fences  concerning  which  the  justices  of  our 
peace,  our  heirs  and  successors,  may  lawfully  inquire,  or 
ought  by  any  manner  of  ways  inquire  after  those  things 
that  shall  be  so  committed  within  the  said  borough, 
liberties  and  precincts  thereof;  so  notwithstanding  they 
do  not  proceed  to  the  determining  of  any  treason,  murder 
or  felony,  or  any  other  offence  touching  the  loss  of  life 
or  member  without  the  special  licence  of  us,  our  heirs  and 
successors. 

*'  And  furthermore,  we  will  and  by  these  presents,  for 
us>  our  heirs  and  successors,  do  grant  to  the  aforesaid 
mayor  and  free  burgesses  of  the  borough  aforesaid  and 
their  successors,  that  the  mayor  and  recorder  and  last 
predecessor  of  every  mayor  of  the  borough  aforesaid  for 
the  time  being,  or  any  two  of  them  (of  whom  the  mayor 
and  recorder  of  the  borough  aforesaid  for  the  time  being 
we  will  that  he  be  one),  by  their  warrant  sealed  and  to 
be  sealed  with  their  hands  subscribed,  can  and  may  send 
all  such  persons  who  hereafter  shall  be  taken,  arrested^ 
attached  or  found  within  the  borough  aforesaid,  liberties 
and  precincts  of  the  same,  for  treason,  murder,  felony^ 
manslaughter  or  robbery  done  or  to  be  done,  or  for  sus- 
picion of  felony,  to  the  common  gaol  of  our  county  of 
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Contwall  aforesaid^  in  that  place  to  be  stayed  to  be  tried^        1862. 
and  to  answer  for  their  offences  before  the  justices  of  us^       Mayor  of 
onr  heirB  and  successors,  in  the  said  county^  or  before  ^^     ' 

the  justices  assigned  or  to  be  assigned  to  hear  and  deter-     cosawlu. 
mme :  willing^  and  by  these  presents  for  ns^  our  heirs 
and  Bucoessors,  commanding^  as  well  the  sherifEs  of  the 
county  of  CamwaU  aforesaid^  as  the  common  keeper  of 
the  gaol  of  the  same  county  for  the  time  being,  that 
they  and  every  of  them  upon  such  warrant  by  the  afore- 
said justices  of  the  peace  within  the  borough  of  Emt 
Looe  for  the  time  being,  or  any  two  of  them  (of  whom 
the  mayor  and  recorder  of  the  borough  aforesaid  for  the 
time  being  we  will  that  he  be  one),  to  be  directed  to  • 
them,  or  any  of  them,  all  such  persons  as  aforesaid,  [who] 
by  the  said  justices  of  the  peace  within  the  said  borough 
hereafter  shall  be  taken,  arrested,  attached  or  found 
within  the  borough   aforesaid,  liberties  and  precincts 
thereof,  for  treason,  murder,  homicide,  robbery  or  any 
other  felonious  act,  or  for  suspicion  of  felony,  to  be  sent 
to  the  said  common  gaol  of  Camwall  as  is  aforesaid,  that 
they  receiTC  and  take  into  safe  custody,  and  keep  in  the 
same  phice  to  be  tried,  and  to  answer  before  the  justices 
of  OS,  our  heirs  and  successors,  to  hear  and  to  determine, 
or  the  justices  assigned  or  to  be  assigned  to  deliTcr  the 
gaol  of  our  said  county  of  Cornwall ;  and  these  letters 
patent,  or  their  enrolment,  shall  be  a  sufficient  warrant 
and  discharge  in  this  behalf  for  the  sheri&  of  this 
county  aforesaid,  and  keepers  of  the  common  gaol  of 
the  county  of  Camwall  aforesaid  for  the  time  being/' 

In  1685  a  further  charter  was  granted  by  King 
James  II.,  upon  the  surrender  of  the  previous  charter, 
gnmting,  amongst  other  things,  a  common  gaol,  and 
power  to  appoint  a  mayor  and  recorder,  and  the  following 
dauae  is  contained  in  the  last  mentioned  charter  :-^ 
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Mayor  of 

East  Loob 

▼. 

Justices  of 

Ck>llIIWALIi. 


"And  furthermore^  our  will  and  pleasure  is,  and  for  I 
us^  our  heirs  and  successors^  by  these  presents,  we  grant  | 
to  the  said  mayor  and  firee  burgesses  and  their  sncces&oB  I 
that  the  mayor  and  recorder  of  the  borough  aforesaid 
for  the  time  beings  and  their  successors  for  eyer,  and 
also  every  mayor  of  the  said  borough  during  one  year  after 
he  shall  depart  from  the  office  of  mayor  of  the  borongli  I 
aforesaid  for  eyer^  in  future  times  shall  and  may  be  r^ 
spectivdy  justices  of  the  peace  of  us,  our  heirs  and  succes- 
sors, in  the  said  borough  of  East  Looe,  and  the  liberties 
and  precincts  of  the  same,  and  also  to  preserve  and  keq^ 
and  correct  the  statutes  of  artificers  and  labourers,  of 
weight  and  measure,  within  the  borough  aforesaid,  tbe 
liberties  and  precincts  of  the  same,  to  be  done,  kept  and 
corrected. 

"And  that  the  said  mayor  and  recorder  for  the  tim^ 
being  and  the  said  mayor  during  one  year  after  he  shall 
depart  from  the  office  of  mayor,  or  any  of  them,  shall 
and  may  have  full  power  and  authority  for  ever  hereafter 
to  hold  the  Sessions  of  the  peace  twice  by  the  year :  to 
wit,  one  time  within  a  month  after  the  feast  of  Si. 
Michael  the  Arehangely  and  the  other  time  within  a 
month  after  Easter y  yearly  and  every  year,  to  inquire, 
hear  and  determine  of  whatsoever  trespasses,  misprisons 
and  other  defects  and  articles  whatsoever  within  the 
borough  aforesaid,  the  precincts  and  liberties  of  the 
same,  done,  moved,  or  committed,  which  before   the 
keeper  or  justices  of  our  peace  in  any  county  in  this  our 
kingdom  of  England^  by  the  laws  and  statutes  of  the 
same  kingdom,  shall  and  may  be  able  to  inquire,  hear 
and  determine :  so  that  the  said  mayor  and  recorder  and 
justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  borough  for  the  time 
being,  and  their  successors,  may  not  by  any  manner 
hereafter  proceed  to  the  determination  of  any  treason. 
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murder,  felonj^  or  any  matter  touching  the  loss  of  life        1862. 

within  die  borough  aforesaid,  the  circuits  and  precincts      Mayor  of  ~ 

of  the  same,  without  the  special  command  of  us,  our  ,^ 

heirs  and  successors,  and  notwithstanding  they  shall  and    comwI^ 

may  be  able  to  hear,  inquire,  perform  and  determine  all 

and  singalar  other  trespasses,  ofiences,  defects  and  arti- 

des  which  to  the  office  of  justice  of  the  peace  within 

the  borough  aforesaid  belongs  to  be  done,  as  fully  and 

wholly  and  in  such  ample  manner  and  form  as  any  other 

justioes  of  Ihe  peace  of  us,  our  heirs  and  successors,  in 

any  county  or  counties  of  our  kingdom  of  England,  shall 

or  may  be  able  to  inquire,  hear  or  determine;  so  that 

the  jnstioes  in  no  manner  hereafter  may  any  way  intrude 

themaelyes  or  any  one  of  them  may  intrude  himself  to 

anything  belonging  or  appertaining  to  the  office  of 

justaoe  of  the  peace  within  the  borough  of  East  Looe, 

and  the  bounds  and  precincts  of  the  same,  by  any  cause 

whatsoever  arising  or  happening  there,  without  the  special 

command  of  us,  our  heirs  and  successors,  in  that  behalf 

obtained.'' 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  last  mentioned  charter, 
justices  of  the  peace  have  been  appointed  and  acted  in 
«nd  for  the  borough  of  East  Looe. 

SesricmB  under  such  charter  haye  been  regularly  held, 
^^  no  prisoners  have  been  indicted  or  tried  for  any 
offienoes  at  such  Sessions;  the  practice  having  been  to 
>end  all  offenders  to  the  county  gaol,  for  trial  at  the 
Asriaes  or  Sessions  of  the  county.  The  only  business 
done  at  the  borough  Sessions  has  been  presentments 
^7  the  grand  jury  for  nuisances,  not  followed  by  any 
indictments. 

A  building  called  the  gaol  for  the  borough,  consisting 
of  two  rooms,  has  been  kept  and  maintained  by  and  at 
^  expense  of  the  appellants,  in  which  offenders  have 
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1802.        heen  temporarily  confined  until  they  were  sent  to  the 

~Ma ^roT"  8^^  ^^  *^®  county  for  safe  custody  until  their  trial  at 

East  Loom     the  Assizes  or  Sessions  for  the  county.     No  other  use 

Justices  of     has  heen  made  of  such  building.    The  justices  of  the 
Cornwall. 

peace  m  and  for  the  county  of  ComwaU  have  never,  save 

as  appears  by  this  case,  exercised  any  jurisdiction  in  the 

borough  until  the  borough  was  included  in  the  present 

basis  for  a  county  rate,  the  subject-matter  of  the  present 

appeal. 

The  borough  of  East  Looe^  under  the  before  mentioned 
charters,  returned  two  members  to  the  Commons  House 
of  Parliament  until  the  passing  of  the  Reform  Act, 
2  &  3  W.^.c.  45.,  which  Act  included  the  borough  in 
schedule  (A.) 

The  borough  has  never  (until  the  present  cause  of 
appeal  arose)  been  assessed,  rated,  or  in  any  way  contri- 
buted to  the  coimty  rate,  nor  has  any  rate  in  the  nature 
of  a  borough  or  county  rate  been  assessed  or  made  in 
the  borough. 

Persons  charged  with  felony  and  misdemeanor  com- 
mitted within  the  borough  have  been  committed  by  the 
borough  justices  to  the  county  gaol  for  trial  at  the  county 
Assizes  or  Sessions,  and  the  costs  of  the  maintenance  of 
persons  so  committed  have  on  some,  but  not  on  all 
occasions  been  charged  to  the  borough.  In  general  the 
borough  has  paid  these  charges  out  of  the  borough  poor 
rate  (the  parish  of  St  Martin,  in  whjj^h  the  borough  is 
situate,  having  a  separate  rating),  but  in  one  instance, 
where  an  arrear  had  been  allowed  to  accumulate,  the 
borough  did  not  pay. 

No  separate  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace 
has  been  granted  to  the  borough  since  the  passing  of 
The  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  5  &  6  fF.  4.  c.  76. 

A  committee  of  justices  for  Cornwall,  for  the  purpose 
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of  preparing  a  basis  or  standard  for  county  rates,  under 
the  piofiskxLs  of  the  15  k  16  Fict  c.  81.,  was  appointed 
in  1858.  The  inhabitants  of  the  borough  of  East  Looe 
attended  a  meeting  of  snch  committee,  appointed  for 
the  purpose  of  receiving  objections  to  such  standard  or 
bads^  and  denied  the  liability  of  the  inhabitants  of  the 
borough  to  be  assessed  to  county  rates,  and  protested 
against  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  justices.  The 
connty  justices,  howeyer,  included  the  borough  of  Emt 
J^ooe  in  the  basis  or  standard  for  county  rates. 

The  following  is  an  extract  from  such  basis  for  the 
county  rates : 

"County  or  Cornwall. 
''  Bads  or  Standard  for  the  County  Rate 
"Prepared  by  the  county  rate  committee  appointed 
imder  the  statute  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  81.,  intituled  'An 
Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  statutes  relating  to 
the  assessment  and  collection  of  county  rates  in  Enff-^ 
Imd  and  Wales/  and  allowed  and  confirmed  by  the 
justices  assembled  at  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of 
the  Peace,  held  at  Bodmin,  in  and  for  the  said  county, 
on  the  19th  day  of  October,  1858. 


1862. 

Mayor  of 
£abt  Look 

▼. 
Justices  of 

CoaHWALU 


Piibbea. 

VftfawforGtoieral 
Bate. 

Bate  at  I-Sth  of 
aftrthing. 

Value  of  portion 
of  Pariah  liable 
to  Police  Rate. 

Rate  at  l-Sth  of 
afitfthlDg. 

XutLme. 

1456    0    0 

0    3    9i 

1456    0    0 

£  i.   d, 
0    8    9i 

"  Coode,  Clerk  of  the  Peace." 

It  was  agreed  that,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  inhabitants  of  the  borough  of  East  Looe  yrere 
Dot  liable  to  be  assessed  to  the  county  rates  for  Comtcall, 
then  the  basis  or  standard  was  to  be  amended  by  striking 
out  {jTom  it  the  borough  of  E€ut  Looe  as  set  out  in  the 
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above  extract ;  otherwise  the  standard  or  bans  to  stand 
confirmed,  save  that  as  to  the  amount  mentioned  as  to 
''  Valoe  for  general  rate/^  the  inhabitants  should  not 
hereafter  be  precluded  from  appeals  for  the  purpose  oi 
shewing  that  such  value  is  or  may  be  excessive. 

The  case  was  argued,  June  28th :  before  Wiohtmax 
and  Mellor  JJ.,  Blackbubn  J.  being  present  during  a 
part  of  the  argument. 


Kinglake  Seijt.  {H.  Bullar  with  him),  for  the  appel- 
lants.— The  justices  of  the  coimty  have  no  power  to  assess 
the  inhabitants  of  the  borough  of  EcLst  Looe  to  the  county 
rate  under  stat.  15  &  16  Vict  c.  81.  Sect.  21  empowers 
them  ''to  assess  and  tax  every  parish,  township  and 
other  place,  whether  parochial  or  extra-parochial,  within 
the  respective  limits  of  their  commissions ;''  which  is 
the  same  language  as  occurs  in  stats.  12  G.  2.  c  29. 
8.  1.,  18  G.  2.  c.  18.  s.  7.,  55  G.  8.  c.  51.  s.  1.  [He 
also  referred  to  stats.  12  G.  2.  e.  29.  s.  5.  and  55  G.  3. 
c.  51.  8.  24]  But  the  borough  of  JE!€ut  Looe  is  not 
within  the  limits  of  the  commissions  of  the  county 
justices,  being  taken  out  of  their  jurisdiction  by  the  non- 
intromittant  clause  in  the  charter ;  and  it  is  a  place  in 
which  a  rate  in  the  nature  of  a  county  rate  may  be 
levied,  being  itself  a  "county"  within  the  definition 
given  in  stat.  15  &  16  Fict  c.  81.  s.  51.  which  enacts 
that  '*  the  word  '  county'  shall  mean  and  include  any 
liberty,  franchise,  or  other  place  in  which  rates  in  the 
nature  of  county  rates  may  be  levied,  having  a  separate 
commission  of  the  peace,  and  not  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  county  or  counties  at  large  in  which  such 
liberty,  franchise,  or  place  may  lie,  nor  contributing  or 
paying  to  the  county  rates  made  for  such  county  or 
counties  at  large.'* 


XXVL    VICTORIA.  29 

In  Weatherhead  y.  Drewry  (a)  it  was  held  that^  by        1862. 

virtue  of  stat.  18  O.  2.  e.  18.  9.  7.,  a  high  constable      Mayor  of 

might  be  appointed^  and  a  rate  in  the  nature  of  a  county     ^^^^^ 

rate  levied^  for  a  town  corporate  having  an  exclusive     cormwalu 

oommission   of   the   peace,   though  not   a   county  of 

itself.    [He  also  cited  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Berwick 

upon  TSoeed  (&).]      In  Bex  v.   Clarke  (c),  which  will 

be  reUed  on  by  the  other  side,  it  was  held  that  the 

city  of  Bath  was  liable  to  the  county  rate  because 

the  city  justices  had  not  jurisdiction  co-extensive  with 

that  possessed  by  the  county  justices,  and  therefore  the 

juriadiction  of  the  county  justices  was  not  taken  away 

by  \h&  proviso  in  stat.  55  G.  8.  c.  51.  s.  1.     But  in 

Mercer  v.  Davis  (J)  it  was  held  that  a  rate  in  the  nature 

of  a  county  rate  might  be  imposed  by  the  justices  of  the 

borough  of  Maidstone,  in  which^  as  in  East  Looe,  the 

county  justices  have  no  jurisdiction.  And  Bayley  J.,  p.  624, 

pointed  out  that  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Clarke  was  very 

different ;  '*  for  there  the  city  justices  had  jurisdiction  as 

to  some  matters  only,  and  the  county  justices  retained 

their  power  and  jurisdiction  as  to  others."     The  de-* 

cision  in  that  case  was  adopted  in  Bex  v.  Shepherd  (e). 

In  Rex  V.  Haytoard  (/)  the  charters  of  the  borough 

did  not  contain  a  non-intromittant  clause.     In  Beg,  v. 

The  Justices  of  Wilts  (y)  it  was  held  that  the  borough  of 

MarJboraughy  which,  before  The  Municipal  Corporations 

Act,  5  &  6  H^  4.  c.  76.,  was  exempt  from  county  rates 

binder  stat.  55  G.  3.  e.  51.,  according  to  the  doctrine 

laid  down  in  Bex  v.  Shepherd  {e),  became  subject  to 

them  by  virtue  of  sects.  1  and  111,  of  stat.  5  &  6  H^.  4. 

(a)  U  East,  ISa  {h)  SB.fC,  S27.  334. 

(c)  5  3.4- A,  666.  (rf)  10  B.  f  C,  617. 

W  2^.  ^S.  29a  C/^  6  ^.  # JEL  690. 

•    {g)  11C.J5.758. 
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e.  7&,  tikid  bdD^  one  of  the  borougfas  in  Schedule  (B.). 
But  Emai  Lme  is  not  ooe  of  those  borougfas^  and  is  not 
affected  bj  the  ptOTiaions  of  that  statute. 

MmUagme  Smdik  {Bt^dam  with  him)^  for  the  respon- 
dents.—The  boffoogfa  of  East  Looe  is  within  the  limits 
of  the  commissions  of  the  county  justices  ;  and  there- 
fore, bj  Stat.  15  &  16  Fact  c.  81.  u.  2.  &  2\.,  the  countj 
justices  haTC  power  to  kry  a  county  rate  within  it, 
unless  it  is  taken  oat  of  their  jurisdiction  by  the  defini- 
tion of  the  word  "  county^'  in  the  interpretation  clause, 
sect  51.     [He  rrferred  to  the  form  of  the  commission 
set  out  in  S  Bum's  JmsHee,  by  Bere  and  Chiiiy,  p.  98a] 
The  non-intromittant  danse  does  not  take  the  borong^b 
out  of  the  limits  of  the  commissions  of  the  county  jus- 
tices,  otherwise  they  could  not  try  felons.   [Wtghiman  J. 
The  borough  ii  within  the  limits  of  their  commissions^ 
but  they  must  not  go  into  it  for  certain  purposes.]    The 
words  **  within  the  respectiye  limits  of  their  commis- 
sions*' refer  to  diTisions  of  counties,  such  as  the  Isle  of 
Ely,  and  exdusiTC  jurisdictions,  such  as  Romney  Marsh, 
and  cities  which  are  counties  of  themselves.     [Wight- 
mam  J.     Why  should  not  the  L^islature  hare  said 
*^  within  counties  or  divisions  of  counties''  ?] 

All  former  statutes  relating  to  the  assessing  and  col- 
lecting of  county  rates  were  repealed  by  stat.  15  &  1^ 
Vict  c.  81.  «.  1. ;  and  most  of  the  previous  decisions, 
which  are  not  consistent  with  each  other,  were  on  par- 
ticidar  words  in  the  proviso  in  sect.  1,  and  on  sect  24 
of  the  repealed  statute,  55  G>  3.  c.  57.  Rex  v.  Clarke  (a) 
is  an  authority  for  the  respondents.  [Crompton  J.  Ii^ 
that  case  the  county  justices  had  sessional  power  within 
the  city  of  BathJ]  In  Rex  v.  Shepherd  (J),  which  was 
{a)  bB.  #  ^  665.  (h)2A.^R  298. 
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decided  on  the  words  in  the  proiriso  to  sect  1  of  stat.  55        1862. 
G,  3.  c  51.,  Lord  Denman,  delivering  the  judgment  of  "Mayor  of 
the  Court,  p,  311,  said  that  the  construction  adopted  in     ^^^^^ 
that  case  was  not  consiBtent  with  the  exjjresaions  used  by     q^^*  ^^ 
Lord  TenUrden  and  Bayley  3.  in  Bex  v.  Clarke  (a) ;  but 
he  added, "  this  case  does  not  admit  of  a  decision,  owing 
to  the  mixed  and  incongruous  circimistances  whereof  it 
is  composed,   without  conflicting  with  some   previous 
opinion."    In  Mercer  v.  Davis  (&)  the  charter  of  the 
horough  of  Maidstone  gave  the  borough  justices  no  power 
to  commit  prisoners  to  the  county  gaoL     Bayley  J., 
p.  623,  puts  his  decision  on  the  fact  that  the  borough 
had  an  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  peace,  and  Parke  J., 
p-  626,  observes,  that  ''in  Bath,  the  county  justices  had, 

as  to  some  matters,  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  city 
jastioea»  and  in  others  they  might  act  on  default  of  the 

dty  justioes." 
According  to  ihe  balanceof  thecases  a  rate  in  the  nature 

of  a  county  rate  could  not  be  levied  in  the  borough  of 

EattLooe  under  the  repealed  statute,  55  G.  8.  c.  51. ; 

and  dierefore  it  is  not  within  the  description  of  a ''  county'' 

in  sect.  51  of  stat.  15  &  16  Vict  c.  81. 

Kmglake  Serjt.  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Cbou PTON  J.  read  the  following  judgment 
The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  inhabitants 
of  the  borough  of  East  Looe  are  liable  to  be  assessed  to 
the  comity  rate. 

"The  mayor  and  free  burgesses  of  the  borough  of  East 

-^  are  a  corporation  by  prescription,  but  appear  to 

We  been  r^^ted  by  two  charters,  which  are  referred 

to  m  the  case,  one  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  and 

(«)  bB.^A,  665.  (b)  10  B.  #  C.  617. 
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the  other^  which  is  the  goyeming  charter^  in  the  reign  of 
King  James  11.^  the  latter  of  which  charters  contains  a 
non-intromittant  clause  as  regards  the  justices  of  the 
peace  of  the  county ;  certain  officers  of  the  borough  are 
by  the  charter  to  be  justices  of  the  peace  in  the  borough 
and  may  hold  Sessions  of  the  peace^  and  may  inquire  of, 
hear  and  determine  whatsoeyer  trespasses,  misprisions 
and  other  defects  and  articles  within  the  borough 
committed  which  the  justices  of  the  peace  in  any 
county  might  hear  and  determine,  so  that  they  did  not 
proceed  to  the  determination  of  any  treason,  murder, 
felony,  or  any  matter  touching  the  loss  of  life  within  the 
borough. 

Sessions  have  been  regularly  held  by  the  borough 
justices,  but  no  persons  have  been  indicted  or  tried 
there,  it  having  been  the  practice  to  send  all  offenders 
to  the  county  gaol  for  trial  at  the  Assizes  or  Sessions 
of  the  county,  the  only  business  done  at  the  borough 
Sessions  being  presentments  for  nuisances.  The  cost  of 
maintaining  the  persons  so  committed  has  been  some- 
times paid  by  the  corporation  out  of  the  borough  poor 
rate,  but  they  have  not  always  paid  such  expense.  The 
county  magistrates  have  never  interfered  or  exercised 
any  jurisdiction  in  the  borough,  except  in  the  custody 
and  trial  of  the  prisoners  sent  to  them  by  the  borough 
justices,  nor  have  the  inhabitants  of  the  borough  ever 
been  assessed  to  the  county  rate,  nor  has  any  rate  in  the 
nature  of  a  county  rate  been  levied  in  the  borough. 

The  county  justices  however  now,  for  the  first  time, 
included  the  borough  of  Ectst  Looe  in  the  basis  for  a 
county  rate  under  the  provisions  of  the  15  &  16  Tfcf. 
c.  81. 

By  the  21st  section  of  the  Act  the  county  justices 
may  assess  and  tax  every  parish,  township,  and  other 
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place  within  the  respective  limits  of  their  commissions;        1862. 

and  by  sect.  2  they  may  appoint  a  committee  to  prepare      Mayor  of  ~ 

a  basis  or  standard  for  a  county  rate  according  to  the       ^^\      ' 

annual  value  of  the  property  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the     cobiIwIlu 

poor  in  every  parish,  township,  borough,  or  place  within 

the  limits  of  the  justices'  commissions.    By  the  51st 

section  it  is   enacted  that  '^  the  word  'county'  shall 

mean  and  include  any  liberty,  franchise,  or  other  place 

in  which  rates  in  the  nature  of  county  rates  may  be 

levied,  having  a  separate  conunission  of  the  peace,  and 

not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  or  counties 

at  large  in  which  such  liberty,  franchise,  or  place  may 

lie^  nor  contributing  or  paying  to  the  county  rates  made 

for  sndi  county  or  counties  at  lai^e.'' 

The  borough  of  JSast  Looe  seems  to  fall  within  the 
description  of  a  liberty,  franchise,  or  place  that  would 
itself  be  meant  by  and  included  in  the  word  ''county'' 
as  defined  by  that  section.  It  is  a  place  in  which,  although 
no  rates  in  the  nature  of  county  rates  have  been  levied 
bitherto,  there  appears  no  reason,  and  none  has  been 
suggested,  why  they  should  not  be  levied ;  it  has  a  sepa- 
rate conunission  of  the  peace ;  it  is  not  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  county  at  large,  by  reason  of  the  non- 
intromittant  clause  in  the  charter;  and  it  has  never 
contributed  or  paid  to  the  county  rates  made  for  the 
ooonty  at  lai^e. 

If  we  are  right  in  this,  East  Looe  is  a  place  not  liable 
to  be  assessed  to  the  county  rate  for  the  county  at  large, 
l^ing  a  place  in  which  a  rate  in  the  nature  of  a  coimty 
Tate  may  be  levied,  and  being  itself  a  county  within  the 
definition  given  in  the  51st  section  of  the  Act. 

Several  cases  were  cited  upon  the  argument,  which  it 
is  not  very  easy  to  reconcile ;  but  we  think  that  the  cases 

VOL.  III.  D  B.   &   8. 
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of  Weatherhead  v.  Drewry  {a),  Mercer  v.  Davis  {b)  and 
Rex  V.  Shepherd  (c),  as  far  as  they  are  applicable  to  cases 
arising  under  the  recent  statute  15  &  16  Vict,  c.  81., 
tend  to  support  the  view  of  the  subject  that  we  are 
disposed  to  take.  And  we  think  that,  upon  consideration 
of  the  provisions  of  that  statute,  referred  to  upon  the 
argument,  no  sufficient  ground  has  been  shewn  for 
altering  the  state  of  things  that  has  hitherto  existed 
with  respect  to  the  borough  of  East  Looe,  or  for  incla- 
ding  it  within  the  general  county  rate  to  which  it  has 
never  hitherto  been  assessed ;  and  our  judgment  there- 
fore is  that  East  Looe  is  not  liable  to  be  assessed  to  the 
rate  for  the  county  at  large. 

Judgment  for  the  appellants. 


(a)  11  East,  168. 


(c)  2  ^  #  E.  298. 


(6)  10  B,  i  C.  617. 


Saturday, 
July  12th. 


Money  had 
and  received. 
Privity  of 
contract. 
Failure  of 
consideration. 
Cheque. 


Watson  against  Russell. 

1.  Where  a  party,  by  means  of  a  false  pretence  or  a  promise  or  f^- 
dition  which  he  does  not  fulfil,  procures  another  party  to  give  him 
a  note  or  cheque  or  acceptance  in  favour  of  a  third,  to  whom  he  pays  it, 
and  who  receives  it  bon&  fide  for  value,  the  giver  remains  liable  on  the 
note,  &c. ;  because  his  acceptance  imports  value  and  liability  primi 
facie,  and  he  can  only  relieve  himself  from  his  promise  to  pay  the  holder 
by  shewing  that  he  is  not  holder  for  value,  or  that  he  received  the 
instrument  with  notice  or  not  bon&  fide. 

2.  The  defendant  chartered  a  ship  to  JT.  at  a  certain  rate  per  wefk, 
to  be  paid  every  four  weeks  in  aavanoe.  On  the  second  paymeot 
becoming  due,  K.  received  from  the  plaintiff,  through  whom  he  n»d  sub- 
chartered  the  ship  to  B.,  a  cheque  for  half  the  amount  due,  payable  t4> 
the  order  of  the  defendant,  upon  the  terms  that  K.  should  inform  the 
defendant  that  the  advance  was  made  in  consideration  that  the  ship 
should  be  allowed  to  perform  the  charter.  K.  paid  the  cheque  to  the 
defendant ;  but  omittea  to  inform  him  of  the  terms  on  which  it  had  been 
given,  and  he  had  no  notice  of  them ;  and,  the  remainder  of  the  mooey 
being  unpaid,  the  defendant,  who  had  obtained  cash  for  the  cheque, 
stopped  tne  ship :  Held, 

Per  Crompton,  Blackburn  and  MeUor  JJ.,  that  an  action  for  money  had 
and  received  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  cheque  was  not  maintainable 
by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  as  there  was  no  privity  between 
them,  and  that  the  action,  if  any,  ought  to  have  been  brought  by  K. 

Per  Cockbum  C.  J.,  that  the  plaintiff' was  entitled  to  recover  back  so 
much  of  the  amount  of  the  cheque  as  no  consideration  had  been  given 
for,  in  consequence  of  the  defendant  having  stopped  the  ship. 
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T^HIS  was  an  action  for  money  had  and  received^      Watsoh 

interest,  and  on  accounts  stated.  Russell. 

Plea.  Never  indebted. 

Issae. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Hill  J.,  at  tbe  Liverpool 
Sprmg  Assizes,  1861,  when  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited, 
vith  leave  reserved  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him. 

In  Easter  Term,  1861, 

Brett  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly. 

In  Easter  Term,  1862,  May  8, 

Milward  shewed  cause. 

Brett  and  Bumie  were  heard  in  support  of  the  rule. 

The  case  fully  appears  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

No  authorities  were  cited. 

Cur.  adv.  vulU 

The  following  judgments  were  now  delivered  by 
Ceomfton  J.,  sitting  alone. 

Cboxpton  J.  The  Court  is  divided  in  opinion  on 
this  case. 

I  shall  first  read  my  own  judgment,  in  which  my 
brothers  Blackburn  and  Msllor  concur. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff,  who  was  a  shipbroker  at 
I^oerpool,  sued  the  defendant,  also  a  shipbroker  there, 
to  recover  the  amount  of  a  cheque  for  60/.,  drawn  by 
the  plaintiff,  payable  to  the  order  of  the  defendant, 
^d  remitted  to  him  by  a  person  of  the  name  of  Eeys, 
iiBder  the  following  circumstances. 

The  defendant,  by  authority  of  the  owner,  had,  on  the 
d2 
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1862.  16th  November,  1860,  by  a  charter-party  of  that  date, 
~  Watson  '^*  ^^^  chartered  to  Keys  a  ship  called  The  Mar^e 
RcseELL  ^^^Sf  which  ship  Keys  hired  for  a  period  of  six  calen- 
dar months  from  the  day  the  ship  should  be  placed 
at  his  disposaL  Keys  agreed  to  take  the  ship,  vith 
her  captain,  &c,  and  to  retain  the  same  as  long  as 
the  charter  party  should  continue  in  force,  and  to  pay 
^^as  hire  for  the  said  ship  at  and  after  the  rate  of  30/. 
sterling,  perweek,  to  be  paid  every  four  weeks  in  advance, 
the  first  payment  of  120/.  to  be  made  on  the  vessel  being 
placed  at  charterer's  disposal.'^  The  vessel  to  be  re- 
delivered in  London  at  the  expiration  of  the  charter-party* 
The  charter-party  also  contained  a  clause  enabling  the 
defendant  in  case  of  default  to  withdraw  the  ship  from 
the  employment  of  Keys.  The  first  sum  of  120/.  was 
paid  on  the  19th  November;  and  the  second  payment  oi 
120/.,  for  the  four  weeks  ensuing,  became  due  on  the  17th 
December  following.  The  money  was  not  paid  on  that 
day,  and  in  consequence  the  defendant,  on  the  following 
day,  the  18th,  sent  a  telegram  to  plaintiff  as  follows : 
''  I  consider  you  have  vitiated  the  contract  by  not  paying 
the  money  in  advance  as  per  charter-party.  I  have  no 
objection,  however,  to  receive  it,  if  remitted  by  to-night's 
post/'  to  which  Keys  replied  '^I  will  remit  charter 
money  on  Friday '^  On  the  19th  defendant  wrote  to 
Keys,  protesting  against  the  delay,  concluding  thus, 
"  Unless  the  money  be  remitted  forthwith,  I  shall  con- 
sider it  expedient,  in  the  interest  of  my  principals,  to  stop 
the  ship.''  Keys  had,  through  the  plaintiff,  effected  a  sub- 
charter  of  the  ship  to  Messrs.  Barnes  ;  and,  not  being 
able  to  remit  the  money  due  to  the  defendant,  he  applied 
to  the  plaintiff  for  some  assistance,  who  then  gave  him  the 
cheque  in  question,  dated  22nd  December,  1860,  drawn 
on  Messrs.  J.  Barnes  ^  Co.  for  60/.  payable  to  the  order 
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of  the  defendant^  but  on  the  terms  that  he  was  to  infonn        18G2. 
the  defendant^  by  the  letter  enclosuig  the  cheque,  that       Watsok 
it  was  given  ''in  consideration  that  '  The  Mart;e  FlcrJ      ii,;8»bli. 
shoidd  perform  the  charter  and  go  to  Gibraltar  and  back/' 

The  cheque  was  forwarded  to  the  defendant  by  Keys 
in  the  following  letter  of  22d  December,  1860:— '^ 
tuieipectedly  returned  this  evening  too  late  for  bank 
honrs;  consequently  could  not  send  you  a  draft.  En- 
closed you  have  a  cheque  for  60/.,  which  will  pay  the 
chartCT  up  to  Monday  next :  the  end  of  next  week  T 
will  send  you  60/.  more.'* 

This  letter  and  cheque  were  not  received  until  the 
24tii  December,  and  on  that  day  the  defendant  tele- 
graphed to  Keys,  "  As  you  have  only  remitted  a  portion 
of  money  due,  I  have  telegraphed  to  Chester  to  stop 
'  The  Martfe  Flors,*  holding  you  liable  for  consequences  :*' 
and  by  post  of  the  same  day  sent  to  Keys  a  letter  reci- 
ting the  above  telegram,  and  containing  the  following : — 
"  I  have  shewn  you  more  leniency  in  the  matter  than 
yon  have  a  right  to  expect  Now  of  course  you  will  take 
your  choice  either  to  make  regular  remittances  accord- 
ing to  charter  party  or  have  the  vessel  stopped,  for  I  am 
determined  to  protect  the  interest  of  my  friends.^'  On  the 
day  of  the  date  of  that  letter,  and  in  reply  to  the  telegram 
which  preceded  it.  Keys  telegraphed  to  the  defendant, "  If 
yon  slop  '  The  Martje  Flors^  I  will  hold  you  liable  for 
cons^uences,'*  &c. ;  to  which  the  defendant  replied  as 
foBows :  '*  Since  writing  my  first  of  this  day's  date,  I 
have  received  your  telegram.  In  all  cases,  however,  I 
shall  not  allow  the  vessel  to  move  until  the  charter  money 
is  paid.    It  is  your  fault,  not  mine,  that  she  has  stopped.^^ 

Between  the  date  of  the  charter  and  the  22d  December, 
Keys  had  employed  the  ship  in  carrying  cargoes  between 
different  places,  but  she  never  went  to  Liverpool  after  the 
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1862.  22d  December^  although^  at  the  time  the  cheque  was  given 
w^TgQj,  by  the  plaintiff  to  Keys^  she  was  hourly  expected  to  arrive 
there. 

At  the  trial,'  Mr.  James  objected  that  the  action  was 
not  maintainable^  there  being  no  privity  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  the  advance  having  been 
made  by  the  plaintiff  to  Keys  ;  to  which  it  was  answered, 
by  Mr.  Brett,  that  the  cheque  was  advanced  on  a  special 
condition,  which  Keys  had  violated,  and  that  no  property 
in  the  cheque  passed  to  the  defendant. 

The  leaded  Judge  nonsuited  the  plaintiff,  giving  Mr. 
Brett  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
for  the  amount  of  the  cheque. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  I  think  that  the  nonsuit  was 
right. 

Assuming  that  Keys,  as  between  himself  and  the 
plaintiff,  acted  improperly  and  without  authority  in  pay- 
ing the  cheque  to  the  defendant,  still  if  the  defendant 
was  the  holder  of  it  for  value  and  without  notice,  that 
is,  if  he  received  it  bon&  fide  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
he  would  have  had  a  right  to  sue  the  now  plaintiff  upon 
it. 

If  A.,  by  means  of  a  false  pretence  or  a  promise  or 
condition  which  he  does  not  fulfil,  procures  B.  to  give 
him  a  note  or  cheque  or  acceptance  in  favour  of  C,  to 
whom  he  pays  it,  and  who  receives  it  bona  fide  for 
value,  B.  remains  liable  on  his  acceptance.  His  accept- 
ance imports  value  and  liability  prim&  fade,  and  he 
can  only  relieve  himself  fix>m  his  promise  to  pay  C. 
by  shewing  that  C.  is  not  holder  for  yalue,  or  that  he 
received  the  instrument  with  notice  or  not  bonfi  fide. 
The  instrument  is  one  which  C  has  a  right  to  take, 
relying  on  the  acceptance  or  making  of  the  party,  and 
it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  there  is  no  consideration  as 
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between  him  and  the  acceptor  or  maker^  if  the  holder        1862. 
took  it  bona  fide  for  yalne.  Watsoh 

But  it  was  said  that  in  the  present  case  the  oonsidera-      bumilu 
tion  failed  either  in  whole  or  in  part. 

It  appears^  however^  that  the  defendant  had  a  right  to 
receire  120/.  firom  Keyz^  and  had  been  pressing  him  for  it. 

This  sum  had  been  due  some  time  before  the  receipt 
of  the  cheque.  It  was,  indeed,  for  a  forehand  payment  for 
the  hire  of  the  ship,  which,  by  the  contract,  was  to  be  in 
the  possession  of  Keyi^  as  appears  from  the  engagement 
of  Key$  to  redeliver  it  Some  part  of  the  time  for  which 
the  forehand  hire  was  to  be  paid  had  expired,  and  it 
seems  from  the  correspondence  that  the  defendant  did 
not,  as  was  suggested,  put  an  end  to  the  contract  of 
demise  before  or  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  cheque.  I 
cannot  draw  any  such  inference  of  fact  as  would  enable 
me  to  say  that  the  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  should  be 
made  absolute  on  this  ground.  On  the  contrary,  it 
appears  from  the  letters  and  telegrams  of  the  24th  De- 
ember  that,  when  the  defendant  received  the  cheque, 
neither  he  nor  Keys  contemplated  an  entire  rescission  of 
the  contract  or  demise.  It  seems  from  the  defendant's 
letters  that  he  intended  to  let  the  ship  go  if  the  whole 
of  the  forehand  hire  were  paid,  and  that  he  was  detain- 
ing her  till  Keys  should  perform  his  contract  by  paying 
the  remauider  of  the  charter  money  due. 

^Tien  the  defendant  received  the  cheque,  and  when 
he  cashed  it,  he  was  a  holder  for  value,  and  had  clearly 
a  right  to  the  cheque  and  the  cash.  He  took  the  note, 
as  the  jury  found,  without  notice,  and  he  took  it  for  a 
good  consideration  in  part  payment  of  the  120L  then 
actually  due  on  the  contract.  He  says,  and  perhaps 
was  entitled  to  say,  "  I  will  not  let  the  vessel  go  till  you 
pay  me  the  rest  of  what  is  due ;"  but,  even  if  he  subse- 
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1862. 


Watsoh 

V. 

Russell. 


quently  broke  his  contract  with  Keys,  or  wrongfully 
took  the  possession  of  the  vessel  from  Keyi^  the  remedy 
would  be  by  an  action  by  Keys,  and  not  by  the  present 
plaintiflF,  who  was  properly  nonsuited ;  and  this  rule  must 
therefore  be  discharged. 

I  will  now  read  the  judgment  of  my  Loan  Chief 
Justice. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  concur  in  thinking  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  entitled  to  recover  back  the  amount  of  his 
cheque  on  the  ground  of  its  having  been  transferred  to 
the  defendant  by  the  party  to  whom  it  was  given  in 
disregard  of  the  terms  on  which  alone  the  latter  was 
justified  in  using  it. 

I  consider  the  law  to  be  now  quite  settled  that  if  a 
person  puts  his  name  to  a  paper,  which  either  is,  or  by 
being  filled  up  or  indorsed  may  be  converted  into,  a 
negotiable  security,  and  allows  such  paper  to  get  into 
the  hands  of  another  person,  who  transfers  the  same  to 
a  holder,  for  consideration  and  without  notice,  such 
party  is  liable  to  such  bon&  fide  holder,  however 
fi^udulent,  or  even  felonious,  as  against  him,  the  transfer 
of  the  security  may  have  been. 

And  in  this  respect  there  can  be  no  difference  between 
a  bill  of  exchange  and  a  cheque,  which,  substantially^  is 
the  same  thing  as  a  bill  of  exchange,  although,  by  the 
custom  of  bankers,  the  preliminary  of  acceptance  is 
dispensed  with. 

It  follows,  fix)m  the  rule  of  law  to  which  I  have 
referred,  that  a  party  thus  rendered  liable  by  the 
wrongful  transfer  of  a  regotiable  security  to  which  he 
has  put  his  name,  cannot,  after  the  amount  has  been 
paid,  recover  it  back  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received.    To  allow  such  an  action  to  succeed  would 


XXVI.   VICTORIA.  41 

obriously  be  to  defeat  and  abrogate  the  rule  in  qnestion,        i862. 
which  is  now  too  firmly  settled  to  be  questioned.  Wmov 

Neverthelessy  I  am  of  opinion  that  to  the  extent  of      ^  ^^^^ 
30/.  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 

While  agreeing  in  the  rule  of  law  as  I  have  above 
stated  it,  I  take  it,  on  the  other  hand,  to  be  equally  clear 
that  the  holder  of  a  negotiable  security  thus  wrongfully 
transferred  can  only  recover  on  proof  of  having  given 
consideration  for  it;  and  that  whatever,  in  an  action 
between  the  immediate  transferor  of  the  security  and 
the  holder,  would  be  available  as  a  defence,  is  equally 
STailable  to  the  original  party,  if  sued  on  the  security. 
Thus,  if  the  intermediate  party,  instead  of  absolutely 
parting  with  the  nqte,  had  deposited  it  with  the  holder 
as  security  for  half  its  amount,  or,  having  parted  with  it 
on  condition  of  receiving  a  given  sum  for  it,  had  received 
only  half  the  amount  agreed  upon ;  as,  in  an  action  against 
him  to  recover  the  full  amount,  it  would  have  been  open 
to  him  to  resist  pro  tanto  the  demand;  so,  if  an  action 
were  brought  against  the  original  party,  the  same  facts 
would  be,  in  like  manner,  pro  tanto,  a  defence  to  him. 

It  appears  to  me  to  follow  that  if  a  cheque  is  wrong- 
My  transferred  and  cashed,  without  consideration  having 
been  given  for  it  to  the  full  amount,  the  maker  of  the 
cheque,  not  having  been  liable  to  the  full  amount,  will 
be  entitled  to  recover  back  the  excess  in  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received  to  his  use. 

Applying  this  doctrine  to  the  present  case,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our  judgment  for 
3021,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  only  given 
consideration  to  that  extent  for  the  cheque.  By  the 
tenns  of  the  contract,  the  sum  of  SOL  a  week  was  to  be 
paid  for  the  hire  of  the  ship,  each  four  weeks'  hire  to  be 
paid  in  advance  on  the  first  of  the  month.     Now,  it 
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1S62.  appears  that,  a  new  month  having  been  entered  upon, 
Watsch  ^^^  charterer,  instead  of  paying  the  four  weeks'  hire  in 
RussBLL.  advance,  waited  till  the  end  of  the  first  week,  and,  being 
then  pressed  for  immediate  payment  by  the  defendant, 
instead  of  paying  the  120/.,  sent  to  him  the  plaintifi*'s 
cheque  for  60/.,  promising  to  send  the  other  601  in  the 
course  of  a  short  time. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  defendant  who  by 
the  terms  of  the  charter  was  entitled  to  put  an  end  to 
the  contract,  informed  the  charterer  that  he  should  stop 
the  ship,  and  accordingly  did  so,  at  the  same  time  cash- 
ing the  plaintiff's  cheque  without  returning  the  30/., 
which  would  only  be  due  in  respect  of  the  ensuing  week. 

By  stopping  the  ship,  and  depriving  the  charterer  of 
the  possession  and  the  use  of  her,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  defendant  put  an  end  to  the  contract;  and,  it  appear- 
ing to  me  clear  that  he  could  not  do  this  and  at  the 
same  time  take  the  hire  of  the  ship  for  the  coming 
week,  T  am  of  opinion  that  the  retaining  of  the  80/.  was 
wrongful  on  his  part,  and  that  he  held  the  same  in  trust 
for  whosoever  was  entitled  to  it,  namely,  the  plaintiff. 
The  cheque  having  been  wrongfully  applied  by  Keys, 
the  plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled  to  have  it  restored 
to  him  on  satisfying  the  holder  in  respect  of  any  claim 
he  had  upon  it ;  and  the  defendant,  having  appropriated 
the  excess  of  the  proceeds  of  the  cheque,  is,  in  my 
opinion,  liable  for  such  excess  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
present  action. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1862. 


Pabkeb  appellant,  Bouqhet  respondent.         Wednesday, 

July  2d. 


Ab  order  for  payment  made  by  a  justice  of  the  p^ce^  imder  The  Loan 
Society  Act,  3  &  4  Vict,  r.  110.,  most  be  for  immediate  payment;  he  has  Loan  Society, 
iH>  jmudiction  to  order  payment  in  a  certain  time  from  making  the  order.  3^4  Vict, 

c,  110. 

nASE  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  by  two  ^^j^ 
JTMtices  of  the  peace,  under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43.  «^^«  ^f*^ 

At  a  petty  Sessions,  holden  at  Tunstall,  in  the  county 
of  Stafford,  on  the  13th  February,  1862,  a  complaint 
preferred  by  Balph  Parker  on  behalf  of  The  Potteries 
and  Newccutk  Loan  Society  (hereinafter  called  the  ap- 
pellant), against  Samuel  Boughey  (hereinafter  called  the 
respondent),  under  sect.  16  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  110., 
charging  for  that  he  Samuel  Boughey  had  failed  to 
make  payment  of  certain  instalments  amounting  to 
4/.  \$.  6</.,  being  part  of  a  loan  of  7/.  10«.,  secured  by  a 
certain  note  entered  into  by  him  and  John  Griffiths  and 
Thomas  Smith,  to  the  treasurer  for  the  time  being  of  the 
Society,  dated  the  16th  February,  1861,  was  heard 
and  determined,  and  upon  such  hearing  the  respondent 
was  ordered  to  pay  to  the  appellant  the  said  sum  of 
4/.  Is.  6cf .  in  six  months  from  the  time  of  making  such 
order. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  it  was  proved,  on 
the  part  of  the  appellant,  and  found  as  a  fact,  that  the 
J^espondent  had  failed  to  make  payment  of  the  instal- 
ments, amounting  to  4L  1^.  6d.  It  was  contended,  on  the 
part  of  the  appellant,  that  the  justices  had  not  power  to 
order  payment  at  a  future  time  (to  wit,  in  six  calendar 
months),  but  that  they  were  bound  by  stat.  3  &  4  Vict. 
c.  110.  *.  16.,  to  order  payment  forthwith. 

The  justices,  however,  being  of  opinion  that  they  had 
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1862.       power  to  order  payment  at  such  future  time  as  afore- 
Paekeb       ^^>  S*ve  their  determination  in  the  manner  before 

BOUOHET.         «*^*^' 

The  question  of  law  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
whether  the  order  was  valid. 

M^Mahon,  for  the  appellant. — This  case  turns  on  stat. 
3  &  4  Vict  c.  110.,  entitled  "  An  Act  to  amend  the  laws 
relating  to  Loan  Societies.^'  Sect.  16  enacts  that  "  all 
notes  signed  for  the  repayment  of  such  loans  shall  be 
made  payable  to  the  treasurer  for  the  time  being  of  the 
Society,  and  may  be  in  the  form  given  in  the  Schedule 
to  this  Act  annexed  marked  (A),  or  to  the  like  effect ; 
*  *  *  and  if  the  party  liable  to  pay  the  same  shall 
fail  to  make  full  payment  in  money  of  the  sum  in  the 
note  mentioned,  or  any  part  thereof,  after  demand  in 
writing,  &c,"  he  may  be  summoned  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  who  "  shall  thereupon  proceed  to  hear  and 
determine  the  said  complaint,  and  award  such  sum  to  be 
paid  by  the  person  thereunto  liable  to  such  treasurer  as 
aforesaid  as  shall  appear  to  such  justice  to  be  due 
thereon,  without  any  rebate  of  interest,  together  with  such 
a  sum  for  costs,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  5^.,  as  to 
such  justice  shall  seem  reasonable.  *  *  *  ;  and  if 
any  person  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  pay  the  sum  of 
money  which  shall  be  so  adjudged  to  be  due  upoi\  such 
note  and  costs  as  aforesaid,  upon  the  same  being  de- 
manded in  manner  aforesaid,^^  the  justice  may  issue  his 
warrant  to  levy  the  same  by  distress,  &c.  The  form 
of  the  note  given  by  Schedule  (A)  says,  "On  any 
default  in  the  pimctual  repayment  of  the  instalments, 
or  other  breach  of  the  conditions  on  which  the  loan  was 
granted  as  set  forth  in  the  enrolled  rules,  we  jointly  and 
severally  promise  to  pay,  on  demand,  to  the  treasurer 
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aforesaid^  at  the  office  aforesaid^  so  mucli  of  the  loan  as        is62. 
shall  not  then  have  been  repaid.'^     And  the  form  of      p^^^^ 
warrant  of  distress  given  by  Schedule  (C)  says.  Whereas      bouohet 
the  said,  &c.,  "  did  fail  to  make  full  payment  in  money 
to  the  treasurer  of  the  said  Society,  of  the  sum 

of       pounds        shillings  and        pence,  being  part  of 
the  sum  of         pounds  lent  and  advanced  to  and 

secured  by  note  bearing  date  *  *  *  :  These  are 
therefore  to  command  you  to  levy  the  said  sum  of 
pounds  shillings  and  pence  &c/'  The  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  justice  is  limited  to  deciding  whether  the 
money  is  due,  and  in  that  event  he  must  order  imme- 
diate payment ;  but  he  has  no  power  to  direct  payment 
to  be  suspended.  Here  the  justices  have  allowed  six 
months  for  payment,  and  if  they  can  do  that  they  might 
on  the  same  principle  allow  any  greater  number.  One 
of  the  conditions  of  the  note  in  Schedule  (A),  according 
to  which  and  according  to  sect.  16  the  note  must  be 
made,  is  that  "  on  any  default  in  the  punctual  repayment 
of  the  instalments,  or  other  breach  of  the  conditions  on 
which  the  persons  to  whom  loans  are  made  imder  the 
Act  undertake  to  pay  what  is  then  due"  [He  also 
referred  to  sects.  21  and  23.] 
The  Court  then  called  on 

Hon,  contra. — The  language  of  sect  16,  that  the 
justice  shall  have  power  to  ''  award  such  sum  to  be  paid 
by  the  person  thereunto  liable  to  such  treasurer  as 
aforesaid  as  shall  appear  to  such  justice  to  be  due 
thereon,  without  any  rebate  of  interest,  together  with 
such  a  sum  for  costs,  not  exceeding  &c.,  as  to  such 
justice  shall  seem  reasonable,"  shews  that  it  was  in- 
tended to  invest  the  justice  with  a  discretionary  power 
to  award  payment  immediately  or  at  a  future  time. 
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1862. 


Crompton  J.     For  aught  I  can  see  the  justices  had 
no  more  right  to  allow  the  party  six  months  for  repay- 


Parkbr 


WiGHTMAN  J,  The  whole  frame  of  the  Act  shews 
that  the  order  for  payment  is  to  be  for  immediate 
payment. 

Blackburn  J.  concurred. 

Order  quashed,  and  case  remitted  to  the 
justices  to  make  a  proper  order. 


It. 


Wednesday^ 
July  2^ 

Pauper 

lunatic 

Relief, 

IrremovC' 

ahUity, 

16  #  17  Vict, 

9&10  Vict. 
€.66, 


The  Queen  against  St.  Mary,  Islington, 
Middlesex. 

1.  The  ezpence  of  the  maintenance  &c.  of  a  pauper  lunatic  abore  the 
age  of  sixteen  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  under  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97.,  is  not 
relief  given  to  its  parent,  so  as  to  prevent  the  parent  acquiring,  under 
9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66.,  a  status  of  irremoveability  by  residence  in  s  parish 
during  that  time. 

2.  Quare,  if  the  child  were  under  the  age  of  sixteen  f 

A  T  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  Middlesex,  holden  on  the 
28th  October^  1861 :  on  an  appeal  against  an  order  of 
two  justices  for  the  county  of  Middlesex,  made  on  the 
5th  June,  1861,  adjudging  the  settlement  of  Sarah 
fVinfff  a  pauper  lunatic,  then  confined  in  the  lunatic 
asylum  at  Hanwell,  for  that  county,  to  be  in  the  parish 
of  St  Mary,  IsKngton,  in  that  coimty,  and  ordering 
the  guardians  of  the  poor  and  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  that  parish  to  pay  to  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the 
parish  of  St,  Pancras  the  amount  of  expences  of  the 
examination  of  Sarah  Wing  and  her  conveyance  to  the 
asylum,   and   of  her  lodging,  maintenance,   medicine, 
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dothing  and  caie  incurred  within  twelve  calendar  months        iS62. 
previous  to  the  date  thereof,  and  also  to  pay  to  the     xhe  QheeiT 
treasurer  of  the  asylum  a  weekly  sum  of  9*.  llrf.  for     g^  mart 
herfature  lodging,  maintenance,  medicine,  clothing  and     I«"»oioh. 
care  in  the  asylum  ;  the  Quarter  Sessions  confirmed  the 
order^  subject  to  the  following  case. 

The  lunatic,  Sarah  Wing,  is  the  lawful  child  of  Eliza- 
beth Wing,  and  was  bom  on  24th  May,  1840.  She  has 
De?er  become  emancipated,  and  has  no  other  settlement 
than  that  of  her  mother,  which  is  admitted  to  be  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Mary,  hlington.  Elizabeth  IVing,  on  the 
20th  May,  1854,  being  then  a  widow,  came  to  reside  in 
the  parish  of  SL  Pancras,  where  she  continued  to  reside 
up  to  the  present  time,  maintaining  herself  and  her 
children,  except  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 

On  the  9th  May,  1855,  Sarah  Wing,  having  become 
insane,  was  admitted  into  the  workhouse  of  the  parish 
of  Sl  Pancras,  and  was,  on  the  9th  June,  1855,  sent  by 
an  order  of  a  justice,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  as  a 
pauper  lunatic,  to  a  lunatic  asylum,  and  was  maintained 
thore,  as  a  pauper  lunatic,  until  the  17th  October,  1855, 
when  she  was  discharged  as  cured.  Upon  her  discharge 
she  returned  home  to  her  mother  in  St.  Pancras,  and 
remained  there  until  the  11th  April,  1856,  when,  having 
become  again  insane,  she  was  admitted  into  the  work- 
house, and  was,  on  the  22d  April,  1856,  sent  by  an 
ord^  of  a  justice,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  as  a 
pauper  lunatic,  to  a  lunatic  asylum,  and  was  maintained 
there  as  a  pauper  lunatic  until  the  5th  May,  1858, 
when  she  was  again  discharged  as  cured.  Upon  her 
discharge,  she  returned  home  to  her  mother  in  St 
Pancras,  and  remained  there  until  5th  September,  1858, 
when,  having  become  again  insane,  she  was  admitted 
into  the  workhouse,  and  was,  on  the  17th  September ^ 
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1858,  Bent,  by  an  order  of  a  justice,  in  pursuance  of  the 
statute,  as  a  pauper  lunatic,  to  a  lunatic  asylum,  and 
was  maintained  there  as  a  pauper  lunatic  until  the  27th 
November i  1860,  when  she  was  again  discharged  as  cured. 
Upon  her  discharge  she  returned  home  to  her  mother  in 
St  Pancras,  and  remained  there  imtil  10th  April,  1861, 
when,  having  become  again  insane,  she  was  admitted 
into  the  workhouse,  and  was,  on  the  13th  April,  1861, 
sent,  by  an  order  of  a  justice,  in  pursuance  of  the 
statute,  as  a  pauper  lunatic,  to  a  limatic  asylum,  where 
she  is  now  confined.  On  the  5th  June,  1861,  the  order 
appealed  against  was  made,  adjudging  the  settlement  of 
the  lunatic  to  be  in  S*/.  Mary,  Islington,  and  directing 
that  parish  to  pay  the  expences  incurred  in  and  about 
her  conveyance  to  the  asylum,  and  her  maintenance 
there  since  the  18th  April  When  Sarah  Wing  was 
admitted  into  the  St.  Pancras  Workhouse  she  was  made 
chargeable  as  an  inhabitant  of  that  parish,  and  her 
admission  there  was  made  necessary  because  her  mother 
was  not  able  to  keep  her  under  proper  care  and  con- 
trol. So  long  as  she  was  sane  she  was  not  in  want 
of  any  parish  relief,  and  her  mother  never  actually 
received  any  reUef  on  her  own  behalf,  or  on  behalf  of 
the  said  Sarah  Wing. 

On  the  trial  of  the  appeal  it  was  contended  by  the 
appellants  that  Sarah  Wing  was  a  person  who,  at  the 
time  of  her  being  conveyed  to  the  asylum,  on  the  13th 
April,  1861,  if  not  a  lunatic,  would  have  been  exempt 
from  removal  to  the  parish  of  her  settlement  by  reason 
of  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66.  and  11  &  12  Victc.  111.;  that  the 
*  mother  of  the  lunatic,  having  resided  for  more  than  five 
years  in  St.  Pancras,  was  irremoveable,  and  that  no 
portion  of  the  time  during  which  the  lunatic  was  in 
the  St  Pancras  Workhouse  or  in  the  lunatic  asylums 
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ought  to  be  deducted  in  computing  the  five  years*  resi-        1862. 
dence  of  the  mother^  or  at  any  rate  that  no  portion  of    TheQum 
the  time  after  24th  May^   1866^  when  Sarah  Wing     s^.kart, 
attained  the  age  of  sixteen^  ought  to  be  so  deducted. 

It  iras  contended  on  behalf  of  the  respondents  that^  as 
Sarak  Wing  was  unemancipated^  it  must  be  taken  that 
her  mother  was  receiving  relief  during  all  the  time  she, 
SoTck  Wmg^  was  in  the  workhouse  and  asylums  as  afore- 
said^ and  that,  after  deducting  that  time  from  the  actual 
resideDce,  the  mother  had  not  resided  for  five  years, 
witlim  the  meaning  of  the  statutes,  when  the  lunatic  was 
convg^ed  to  the  asylum  on  the  13th  Afril,  1861,  and 
that  tiie  respondents  ought  not  to  maintain  the  lunatic 
under  16  &  17  VUt.  e.  97.  s.  102. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  time  during  which  Sarah  Wing  was  maintained  and 
confined  in  the  workhouse  and  asyltuns  before  the  18th 
AprU^  1861,  is  to  be  deducted  in  computing  the  five 
Tears'  residence  of  the  mother. 

If  this  Court  shall  answer  the  question  in  the  affirma- 
tive, the  order  of  6th  Jttne^  1861,  and  the  order  of 
SeaaoDs  are  to  stand  confirmed;  if  in  the  negative, 
tbose  orders  are  to  be  quashed  on  the  ground  of  the 
inemo?ealMUty  of  Sarah  Wing. 

He  order  of  the  justices  was  made  under ''  The  Lunatic 
Asylmns  Act,  1868,"  16  &  17  Vict  c.  97. 

Sect.  95.  ^  When  any  pauper  lunatic  is  confined  under 
tbe  provisions  of  this  Act  he  shall,  for  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  be  chargeable  to  the  paridi  fiK>m  which,  or  at 
tlie  instance  of  some  officer  or  officiating  clergyman  of 
wbidi,  he  has  been  sent,  unless  and  until  such  parish 
shall  have  established,  under  the  provisions  herein 
contained,  that  such  lunatic  is  settled  in  some  other 
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parish^  or  that  it  cannot  be  ascertained  in  what  parish 
such  lunatic  is  settled  ;  and  every  pauper  lunatic  who  is 
chargeable  to  any  parish  shall,  whilst  he  resides  in  an 
asylum^  registered  hospital,  or  licensed  house,  be  deemed 
for  the  purposes  of  his  settlement  to  be  residing  in  the 
parish  to  which  he  is  chargeable." 

Sect.  96.  Justices  of  the  peace  may  make  orders  upon 
the  officers  of  unions  and  parishes  for  the  maintenance 
of  pauper  lunatics. 

Sect  97.  And  may  inquire  into  and  adjudge  the  set- 
tlement of  pauper  lunatics,  and  order  payment  of  main- 
tenance, &c.,  accordingly. 

Sect.  102.  "  Provided  always,  that  all  the  expenses 
incurred  sioce,  &c.,  or  hereafter  to  be  incurred,  in  and 
about  the  examination,  bringing  before  a  justice  or  jus- 
tices, removal,  lodging,  maintenance,  medicine,  cloth- 
ing, and  care  of  a  pauper  lunatic  heretofore  or  hereafter 
removed  to  an  asylum,  registered  hospital,  or  licensed 
house,  under  the  authority  of  this  or  any  other  Act,  who 
would,  at  the  time  of  his  being  conveyed  to  such  asylum, 
hospital,  or  house,  have  been  exempt  from  removal  to 
the  parish  of  his  settlement  or  the  country  of  his  birth 
by  reason  of  some  provision*'  in  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66., 
"  shall  be  paid  by  the  guardians  of  the  parish  wherein 
such  lunatic  shall  have  acquired  such  exemption  if  such 
parish  be  subject  to  a  separate  board  of  guardians,  or  by 
the  overseers  of  such  parish  where  the  same  is  not  sub- 
ject to  such  separate  board,  and  where  such  parish  shall 
be  comprised  in  any  union  the  same  shall  be  paid  by  the 
guardians,  and  be  chained  to  the  common  fund  of  such 
union  so  long  as  the  cost  of  the  relief  of  paupers  rendered 
irremoveable  by  the  last  mentioned  Act  shall  continue 
to  be  chargeable  upon  the  common  ftmds  of  unions;  and 
no  order  shall  be  made  under  any  provision  contained  in 


XXVT.   VICTORIA. 


51 


this  or  any  other  Act  upon  the  parish  of  the  settlement 
in  respect  of  any  such  lunatic  pauper  during  the  time 
that  the  above  mentioned  charges  are  to  be  paid  and 
charged  as  herein  provided  :'^  and  ends  by  repealing  12 
&  13  Viet.  c.  lOa  s.  5. 
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Le  Breton,  for  the  respondents. — Belief  to  the  lunatic 
was  relief  to  her  mother^  so  that  the  time  during  which 
the  lunatic  received  relief  in  the  workhouse  and  the 
asylums  should  be  deducted  from  the  residence  of  the 
mother  in  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras  ;  after  which  deduc- 
tion five  years  would  not  remain^  and  consequently  no 
status  of  irremoveability  under  9  &  10  Viet  s.  66.  was 
acquired  by  her.  This  appears  from  the  course  of  legis- 
lation on  the  subject. 

The  43  Eliz.  c.  2.  s.  7.  enacted  that  ''  the  father  and 

grandfather^  and  the  mother  and  grandmother^  and  the 

children  of  every  poor,  old,  blind,  lame  and  impotent 

person,  or  other  poor  person  not  able  to  work,  being  of  a 

sufficient  ability,  shall,  at  their  own  charges,  relieve  and 

mabtain  every  such  poor  person,''  &c.     By  4  &  5  ^.  4. 

c.  76.  s.  56.,  '^  All  relief  given  to  or  on  account  of  the 

wife,  or  to  or  on  account  of  any  child  or  children  under  the 

age  of  sixteen,  not  being  blind  or  deaf  and  dumb,  shall 

be  considered  as  given  to  the  husband  of  such  wife,  or  to 

the  father  of  such  child  or  children,  as  the  case  may  be ; 

and  any  relief  given  to  or  on  account  of  any  child  or 

children  under  the  age  of  sixteen  of  any  widow,  shall  be 

considered  as  given  to  such  widow:  Provided  always, 

that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  discharge  the  father 

and  grandfather,  mother  and  grandmother  of  any  poor 

child,  from  their  liability  to  relieve  and  maintain  such 

poorchfld"8cc. 

Sect  57.  "  Every  man  who  from  and  after  &c.  shall 
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marry  a  woman  haying  a  child  or  children  at  the  time 
of  such  marriage,  whether  such  child  or  children  be 
legitimate  or  illegitimate,  shall  be  liable  to  maintain 
such  child  or  children  as  a  part  of  his  family,  and 
shall  be  charged  with  all  relief,  or  the  cost  price  thereof, 
granted  to  or  on  account  of  such  child  or  children  until 
such  child  or  children  shall  respectively  attain  the  age  of 
sixteen,  or  until  the  death  of  the  mother  of  such  child 
or  children;  and  such  child  or  children  shall,  for  the 
purposes  of  this  Act,  be  deemed  a  part  of  such  husband's 
family  accordingly.'^ 

Sect  58.  "Any  relief,  or  the  cost  price  thereof,  which 
shall  be  given  to  or  on  account  of  any  poor  person  above 
the  age  of  twenty-one,  or  to  his  wife,  or  any  part  of 
his  family  under  the  age  of  sixteen,  and  which  the  said 
Commissioners  shall  by  any  rule,  order  or  r^ulation 
declare  or  direct  to  be  given  or  considered  as  given  by 
way  of  loan,  and  whether  any  receipt  for  such  relief,  or 
engagement  to  repay  the  same,  or  the  cost  price  thereof, 
or  any  part  thereof,  shall  have  been  given  or  not  by  the 
person  to  or  on  account  of  whom  the  same  shall  have 
been  so  given,  shall  be  considered  and  the  same  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  a  loan  to  such  poor  person.'' 

9  &  10  Vict  e.  66.  s.  1.  enacts :  "  No  person  shall  be 
removed,  nor  shall  any  warrant  be  granted  for  the  removal 
of  any  person,  firom  any  parish  in  which  such  person  shall 
have  resided  for  five  years  next  before  the  application 
for  the  warrant:  Provided  always,  that  the  time  during 
which  such  person  shall  be  a  prisoner  &c.,  or  shall  be 
confined  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  or  house  duly  licensed,  or 
hospital  registered  for  the  reception  of  lunatics,  &c.,  or 
during  which  any  such  person  shall  receive  relief  firom 
any  parish,  &c.,  shall  for  all  purposes  be  excluded  in  the 
computation  of  time  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  that 
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the  removal  of  a  pauper  lunatic  to  a  lunatic  asylum,        i862. 
under  the  provisions  of  any  Act  relating  to  the  mainte-   ^^  Qxjz^ti 
nance  and  care  of  pauper  lunatics,  shall  not  be  deemed     ^  J 
a  removal  within  the  meaning  of  this  Act :    Provided     Ibuhotoh'. 
always,  that  whenever  any  person  shall  have  a  wife  or 
children  having  no  other  settlement  than  his  or  her  own, 
such  wife  and  children  shall  be  removable  whenever  he 
or  she  is  removable,  and  shall  not  be  removable  when  he 
or  she  is  not  removable.^^ 

11  &  12  Vict  e.  111.  substituted  the  following  proviso 
for  the  second  in  the  preceding  Act :  "  That  when- 
ever any  person  should  have  a  wife  or  children  having 
no  other  settlement  than  his  or  her  own,  such  wife 
and  children  should  be  removeable  firom  any  parish 
or  place  firom  which  he  or  she  would  be  removeable, 
notwithstanding  any  provisions  of  the  said  recited  Act, 
and  should  not  be  removeable  from  any  parish  or  place 
from  which  he  or  she  would  not  be  removeable  by 
reason  of  any  provision  in  the  said  recited  Act." 

The  circumstance  of  the  lunatic  being  above  the  age 
of  sixteen  makes  no  di£ferenoe :  for  whatever  the  age  of  a 
child,  so  long  as  he  continues  part  of  the  family,  and 
contracts  no  relation  inconsistent  with  his  being  such, 
he  is  unemandpated,  and  relief  to  him  is  relief  to  the 
head  of  the  &mily ;  and  in  practice  such  children  are 
always  removed  when  their  parents  are  removed.  Carry- 
ing out  this  view,  an  idiot  is  always  looked  on  as  a 
minor,  and  not  emancipated;  Rex  v.  TTie  Inhabitants 
of  Much  Cowame  (a),  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Mary 
Arches^  Exeter  (J). 

There  is  no  express  authority  on  the  question  before 
the  Court     In  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Mile  End 

Old  Town  (c),  the  point  was  raised,  but  not  decided. 

(a)  2B.i  Ad.  861.  (6)  \  B,  ^  8, 890. 

(c)  4  ^.  #  £  196;  6  N.  #  M.  581. 
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In  Walton  v.  Spark  (a),  which  was  an  action  of  debt  on 
a  bond  conditioned  to  save  a  parish  harmless  from  John 
G.,  his  wife  and  children^  John  G.  had  a  son  Joseph  G. 
who  had  a  wife  and  children;  and  the  Court  said, 
"  Here  the  wife  and  children  of  Joseph  are  part  of  his 
family,  and  relief  for  them  is  relief  for  him,  for  he  is 
bound  by  the  laws  of  God  and  nature  to  provide  for 
them,  and  therefore  he  might  become  impotent  by  the 
charge  of  his  children.^'  In  Reff.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Barnsley  {h\  counsel,  arguing  a  case  on  stat.  4  &  5 
W.  4.  c.  76.  s,  56.,  said,  "  Here  the  son  is  thirty- 
three  years  old";  on  which  Coleridge  J.  asked,  "Do 
you  say  that,  if  a  lunatic  of  advanced  age  is  hving 
with  his  father,  and  relieved  by  the  parish  because  tLe 
father  cannot  maintain  him,  the  father  is  not  charge- 
able V  [He  also  cited  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Ska- 
vington  cum  Gresty  (c).] 


Poland,  for  the  appellants. — ^What  was  done  here 
was  not  relief  to  the  mother  of  the  lunatic  within  the 
meaning  of  the  poor  laws ;  seeing  that  the  lunatic  was 
placed  in  the  workhouse  and  asylums  solely  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public,  and  not  with  the  view  of  aflFording 
assistance  to  the  mother,  who  was  able  to  take  care  of 
herself.  If  this  were  otherwise,  a  parent  who  has  a 
lunatic  child  might  never  be  able  to  obtain  a  status  of 
irremoveability.  Stat  8  &  9  Vict  c.  117.  s.  2.  enacts, 
"  If  any  person  bom  in  Scotland  or  Ireland,  or  in  the 
Isle  of  Man,  or  Scilly,  or  Jersey,  or  Guernsey,  not  settled 
in  England,  become  chargeable  to  any  parish  in  England 
by  reason  of  relief  given  to  himself  or  herself,  or  to  bis 
wife,  or  to  any  illegitimate  or  bastard  child,  such  per- 

(fl)  Comberb.  320.  {b)  12  Q.  B,  193. 199. 

(c)  17  C.  j5.  48;  20  L,  J.  M,  C.  194. 
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soDy  his  wifcj  and  any  child  so  chargeable^  shall  be  liable 
to  be  removed  respectively  to  Scotland,  &c  :''  the  Legis- 
latare  never  could  have  meant  that  a  man  was  to  be 
removeable  to  Scotland,  Ireland,  Sec,  because  one  of  his 
children  was  lunatic  and  he  was  unable  to  maintain  it 
The  case  shews  that  the  lunatic  was  not  under  proper 
care  and  control ;  and  it  is  consistent  with  the  facts 
that  she  may  have  been  found  wandering  about  the 
streets  by  a  constable^  and  taken  to  the  workhouse.  If 
she  had  been  brought  to  a  private  lunatic  asylum,  the 
parent  could  not  be  chained  for  her  if  she  were  beyond 
the  age  of  nurture.  The  4  &  5  fF.  ^  c.  76.  s.  56.  in  its 
terms  speaks  only  of  children  under  sixteen,  and  the 
9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66.  does  not  say  that  relief  given  to  any 
of  the  family,  emancipated  or  not,  of  a  person  shall  pre- 
Tent  his  acquiring  the  status  of  irremoveability.  [Black' 
hum  J.  What  then  is  the  meaning  of  the  exception 
in  the  former  Act,  "  Not  being  blind  or  deaf  and 
dnmV  ?]  It  was  to  avoid  the  hardship  of  rendering 
parents  removeable  because  they  happened  to  have  a 
child  afiOicted  actu  Dei. 

ffalton  V.  Spark  (a),  which  is  relied  on  by  the  other 
side,  is  also  reported  in  Skinn.  556,  nom.  Waltkam  v. 
Sparkes,  from  which  it  appears  that  the  question  was 
whether  "  grandchildren'^  came  within  the  words  of  a 
Wd  to  hold  the  parish  harmless  against  a  man,  **  his 
wife  and  children.''  [He  cited  Bex  v.  The  Inhabitants 
of  Mile  End  Old  Toum{b).'\ 


1862. 

The  QuEBH 

▼. 
St.  Mart, 
islimotoh. 


WioHTMAN  J.  If  there  had  been  any  case  on  this 
point,  the  industry  of  the  counsel  on  both  sides  would 
ha?e  furnished  us  with  it 

On  the  best  construction  I  can  put  on  the  statutes  it 
(a)  (kmbtrh.  320.  (»)  A  A.  i  E,  196;  6  N,  f  M,  581, 
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1862.       appean  to  me  that  tbis  pauper  lunatic  was  not  remove- 
The  QuKxv     ^^^ 

St.  Uawt  ''^^  ^*^  ocmes  within  the  aeomd  proviso  in  the  first 
Islihotom'.  section  of  9  &  10  Jlei.  e.  66.  [His  Lordship  read  the 
proviso.]  Here  the  panper  lunatic  was  living  with  her 
mother^  and  no  doobt  was  obIj  removeaUe  if  the  mother 
was.  Bat  then  it  is  said  the  mother  was  removeahle  by 
reason  of  the  maintenance  of  her  daughter  in  the  work- 
house and  lunatic  asylums  by  the  parish  of  St.  Paneras, 
in  which  ahe  resided^  which  would  constitute  relief  to 
the  mother.  Now  the  child  is  above  the  age  of  sixteen^ 
and  the  question  therefore  arises  whether  parish  relief 
(assumed  for  the  purposes  of  the  case  to  have  been 
given),  given  to  a  child  above  axteen,  is  relief  to  its 
mother  so  as  to  make  the  mother  removeable,  or  at 
least  to  oblige  her  to  deduct  from  the  term  of  five  years 
which  would  otherwise  coniier  on  her  a  status  of  irre- 
moveability  the  time  during  which  that  relief  was  given. 
Looking  at  the  terms  of  the  4  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  76.  s.  56., 
it  seems  to  me  that  relief  to  this  child  is  not  to  be 
taken  into  account  as  against  the  mother  in  determining 
the  question  whether  the  latter  is  removeable.  The 
terms  are,  "  all  relief  given  to  or  on  account  of  the  wife, 
or  to  or  on  account  of  any  child  or  children  under  the  age 
of  sixteen,  not  being  blind  or  deaf  and  dumb,  shall  be 
considered  as  given  to  the  husband  of  such  wife,  or  to 
the  father  of  such  child  or  children,  as  the  case  may 
be.''  That  seems  a  legislative  provision  as  to  what  shall 
be  the  age  up  to  which  such  relief  must  be  given.  And 
its  meaning  amounts  to  this,  that  relief  within  that  age 
shall  be  considered  as  relief  to  the  father  or  mother, 
consequently  leading  to  the  inference  that  similar  relief 
to  a  person  of  greater  age  would  not  have  that  efifect 
I  find  no  exception  in  any  statute,  nor  has  it  been 


XXVL  VICTORIA. 

decided  that  there  is  a  difference  in  the  case  of  a  lunatic 
abo?e  the  age  of  sixteen^  (who  is  not  blind^  or  deaf  and 
dumb,)  80  as  to  make  relief  to  him  equivalent  to  relief 
to  the  &ther  or  mother.  The  present  question  was  in- 
deed touched  on  in  Bex  y.  21^  Inhabitants  ofBamsky  (a), 
but  did  not  directly  arise. 

Cboxpton  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

On  reading  this  case  it  proves  (like  all  others  relating 
to  lunatic  paupers)  of  a  puzzling  nature.  Mr.  Le  Breton 
brought  it  to  a  dear  point,  and  I  thought  the  case  shoidd 
be  decided  in  his  favour,  until  I  heard  the  argument  of 
Mr.  Poland  and  considered  the  statute. 

The  question  clearly  turns  on  the  56th  section  of  The 
Poor  Law  Amendment  Act,  4  &  5  ^.  4  c.  76.,  because, 
as  the  case  was  presented  to  us  by  Mr.  Le  Breton,  the 
mother  was  chai^eable  by  the  relief  given  to  the  child 
by  its  having  been  kept  in  the  workhouse  and  lunatic 
asylums,  and  he  urged  that  those  periods  would  have  to 
be  deducted  from  the  time  during  which  the  mother 
was  to  gain  her  status  of  irremoveability. 

What  Mr.  Poland  said  struck  me  (although  we  need 
offer  no  opinion  upon  it),  that  this  may  possibly  have 
been  a  compulsory  keeping  of  the  child  in  the  lunatic 
asylum,  and  if  so,  it  might  be  a  hardship  on  a  parent 
who  could  keep  his  child  at  home  if  he  were  to  be  held 
chai^eable  for  such  expenses  as  these  (&).  That  certainly 
imght  be  a  hardship,  but  the  parish  might  nevertheless 
aay,  though  it  is  your  misfortune,  still  we  were  bound 
to  pay  this  money  and  did  pay  it  for  you.     But  that 

(a)  12  Q.£.  193.203. 

(&)In%.T.  The  Overseen  of  8t,  George,  Bloonubwy,  T.  T^  June  6, 
1S63,  it  was  decided  that  the  maintenance  of  a  wife  in  a  lunatic  asylum, 
<7  ^«  parish  fiom  which  she  was  sent  there^  was  relief  to  her  husband 
*>  M  to  prerent  him  from  acquiring  irremoTeability. 
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St.  Maet.  : 
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question  does  not  arise  here^  because  the  point  depends 
on  the  Stat.  4  &  5  ff .  4.  c.  76.  s.  56.,  which  my  Brother 
Wightman  says  is  a  legislative  exposition  of  the  matters 
which  shall  make  persons  chai^eable.  We  all  know 
there  was  a  time  when  a  person  might  be  removed  from 
a  parish  on  the  groimd^  not  that  he  was,  but  that  he 
might  become,  chargeable. 

Let  us  come  therefore  to  stat.  4  &  5  fT.  4.  c.  76.  s,  56. 
The  object  of  that  enactment  is  chargeability  for  the 
purpose  of  removal  We  need  not  consider  whether  the 
child  were  lunatic  or  not,  but  look  on  this  as  simply 
relief  given  to  the  child.  I  think  this  statute  has  the 
effect  of  defining  in  what  cases  the  parent  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  chargeable  for  the  purpose  of  an  order  of  re- 
moval by  relief  given  to  his  children,  and  its  design,  as 
appears  Arom  its  language,  evidently  was  to  make  the 
parent  chargeable  for  children  under  sixteen  only. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  case  of  Walton  v.  Spark  (a) 
is  any  direct  authority  on  the  present  point.  In  Reg, 
V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Bamsley  (6),  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge^ 
a  great  authority^  asked  a  question  involving  the  present 
point,  but  it  did  not  arise  there ;  nor  was  it  decided  in 
Rex  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Mile  End  Old  Town  (c). 


Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  agree 
with  my  Brothers  Wightman  and  Cromptony  that  the  case 
has  been  extremely  well  argued  on  both  sides,  and  thanks 
are  due  to  the  counsel,  who,  where  so  much  puzzle  has 
arisen  from  a  number  of  statutes,  have  brought  the 
question  to  an  intelligible  point. 

The  limatic  pauper  here,  being  above  sixteen  years 
of  age,  was  still  part  of  her  mother's  family,  and  therefore, 

(a)  Omberb,  320;  Skin,  556.  {b)  12  Q,  B.  193. 

(c)  4  ^.  #  ^.  196;  5  -y.  #  Jlf  581. 
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according  to  all  recent  dedsionsy  not  removeaUe  under  1^352. 
9  &  10  Vict,  c.  66.  unless  the  mother  was  remoyeable.  xhe  Qubm 
Now,  the  mother  resided  in  the  parish  of  Si.  Pancras  for  g^  ua^y 
more  than  five  years,  and  there  is  nothing  to  exempt  It"»o«>». 
any  portion  of  that  time  firom  the  five  years  requisite  to 
confer  on  her  a  status  of  irremoveability  unless  she  comes 
within  the  exception  in  stat.  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66.,  which 
exempts  from  its  operation  the  time  during  which  a  per- 
son "shall  receive  relief  from  any  parish/'  The  fact  here 
was  that  the  mother  was  not  receiving  relief  firom  the 
respondent  parish,  but  her  lunatic  child,  above  the  age 
of  sixteen  years,  was  in  a  lunatic  asylum  receiving  sup- 
port (I  will  not  beg  the  question  by  saying  reUef)  from 
it  A  question  has  been  raised  which  we  do  not  mean 
to  decide.  We  do  not  say  whether  mere  support  of  a 
lunatic  child  under  sixteen  would  or  would  not  be  reUef 
to  the  parent ;  but  assuming,  for  the  purpose  of  the  argu- 
ment, that  if,  under  sixteen,  it  would  be  relief  to  the 
parent,  the  question  is,  whether  relief  to  a  child  above 
uxteen,  being  part  of  the  family,  is  within  the  9  &  10 
Vict  c.  66.  ?  And  that  depends  on  the  consideration 
whether  it  would  be  relief  to  the  parent  for  any  other 
purpose. 

Mr.  Le  Breton  argued  that  the  lunatic  child  was  part 
of  the  family, — therefore  that  the  parent  was  bound  to 
support  her;  and  consequently  that  reUef  to  the  child 
while  thus  part  of  the  &mily  was  relief  to  the  parent 
I  was  for  a  short  time  deceived  by  that  ingenious  argu- 
ment But  I  think  that,  before  stat,  4  &  5  fF.  4.  c.  76.,  the 
question  whether  this  was  relief  or  not  could  only  depend 
on  43  Eliz.  c.  2.  s.  7.,  which  says,  "the  father  and  grand- 
&ther,  and  the  mother  and  grandmother,  and  the  children 
of  every  poor,  old,  blind,  lame  and  impotent  person,  or 
other  poor  person  not  able  to  work,  being  of  a  sufficient 
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1862.  ability^  shall,  at  their  own  cliarges^  relieve  and  maintaia 
The  QuBBN  ®v®^  such  poor  person^  &c.''  Under  that  enactment  the 
St  Mart  ^^^^^^^  ^^8  bound  here  (perhaps  whether  the  child  were 
IsLiMOTON.  lunatic  or  not)  to  support  it  if  it  became  poor,  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  child  would  be  bound  to  support  the 
parent  under  like  circumstances.  But  it  could  not  be 
said  under  that  section  that  relief  to  the  parent  would 
render  the  child  remoYcable  because  it  was  bound  to 
support  the  parent.  The  case  of  fFaltan  v.  Spark  (a), 
when  looked  at,  is  not  an  authority  for  that.  The  point 
contended  for  there  (I  think  the  report  in  Camberbach 
must  be  taken  to  be  the  correct  one  {b),  for  it  makes 
the  pleadings,  &c.,  consistent,)  was  that  the  bond  was 
not  forfeited  by  Joseph  the  son  receiving  relief  from  the 
parish,  seeing  that  he  could  support  himself,  and  only  came 
on  the  parish  because  he  had  a  wife  and  children  who 
required  support;  to  which  the  C!ourt  answered  that 
relief  to  the  man's  children  was  reUef  to  him,  for  he 
might  become  impotent  by  the  charge  of  his  wife  and 
children,  whom  he  was  bound  to  support. 

There  is  therefore  no  ground  for  saying  that,  before 
stat.  4  &  5  fF.  4.  c.  76.,  relief  to  the  family  of  a  poor  per- 
son was  relief  to  the  poor  person  himself.  Now  when 
sect.  56  of  that  Act  comes  to  be  looked  at,  no  one  can 
reasonably  doubt  that  the  persons  who  drew  it  (and  who 
must  have  been  persons  of  great  experience)  did  not 
suppose  that  relief  to  a  child  under  sixteen  (or  perhaps 
even  if  above  that  age)  was  reUef  to  the  head  of  the 


(a)  Comberb,320. 

(b)  Waltham  v.  Sparkes,  Skinn,  566,  and  IValion  v.  %yark,  Comherb. 
320,  seem  to  be  reports  of  the  same  case  in  different  stages.  The  former 
is  entitled  as  of  iif .  6  ^.  ^  M.,  and  concludes  by  saying  that  the  Court 
took  time  to  consider,  and  that  it  was  afterwards  adjudged  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  latter  seems  to  be  the  adjourned  case,  and  professes  to  be  of  P.  7  W.  3. 
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fiimily.  Here  relief  is  given  to  a  child  above  sixteen^ 
thougli  a  member  of  the  family^  and  therefore  clearly 
does  not  come  within  it.  And^  consequently,  if  this 
would  not  have  been  relief  before  the  statute,  it  is  not 
relief  now. 

The  last  case  on  the  point  is  that  of  Reg.  v.  The  Inr 
hab&mUg  of  St.  Mary  Arches  (a),  according  to  which,  as 
wdl  as  the  other  cases,  the  removeability  of  a  family 
depends  on  its  head.  Here  the  mother  never  received 
relief,  therefore  her  lunatic  child  is  not  removeable  either. 

Our  judgment  therefore  must  be  for  the  appellants. 


1802. 


The  QuKEN 

V. 

St.  Mart, 
isxjhoton. 


CaoMFTON  J»  Lord  Campbeir%  judgment  in  Reg.  v. 
The  hhabUanU  of  Shamngton  cum  Gresty  {b)  seems  to 
agree  with  that  which  we  have  formed*  Speaking  of 
Stat  4&5  fT.  4.  c.  76.  «.56.,he  says:  ''That  section, it 
is  true,  enacts  that  relief  to  the  children  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  relief  to  the  parent;  but  that  is  not  meant  to 
present  the  relief  being  considered  as  given  to  the  chil- 
dren also ;  the  intention  of  the  clause  was  to  make  the 
parent  removeable  in  respect  of  such  relief  as  much  as 
in  leqpect  of  relief  actually  and  immediately  given  to 
4e  parent." 

Judgment  for  the  appellants. 

(fl)  1 JB.  #  A  890. 

(6)  17  Q.  J?.  48,  51;  20  L,  J.  M,  C.  194. 
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[1860.1 

I  AfcwAiy,  Bamfobd  ogainst  Tubnlet. 

November  5lbL]  ** 

Nuisance  ^'  ^  ^tion  lies  for  a  nuisance  to  the  house  or  land  of  a  person^ when- 

Action    '  ^^*  taking  all  the  drcnmstances  into  consider&tionf  including  the  nature 

LocaHtv  *°^  extent  of  the  j^laintiflTs  enjoyment  before  the  act  complained  o^  the 

Reasonable  use  A^i^oy^ice  is  sufficiently  great  to  amount  to  a  nuisance  according  to  the 
of  defendants  O'^*'!  J™J®  of  law-  and  this  whatever  the,  locality  may  be  where  the 
jL^  act  compluned  of  is  donef  and  where,  on  the  trial  of  such  an  action,  it 

*'  Brick  kUn  "     '^P^^^'^  ^^^  ^®  ^^  complained  of  was  done  on  the  land  of  the  defendant^ 
the  jury  cannot  properly  be  asked  whether  the  causing  of  the  nuisance 
was  a  reasonable  use  by  the  defendant  of  his  own  land :  per  Erie  C.  J^ 
Williams  and  Keatiruf  J  J.,  Bramwell  and  Wilde  B6.,  reversing  the  deci- 
^  sion  of  the  Queen's  Bench ;  Pollock  C.  B.  dissentiente. 

2.  In  an  action  for  a  nuisance  arising  from  the  burning  of  bricks  on 
the  defendant's  land  near  to  the  plaintiffs  house,  it  appeared  that  the 
defendant's  land  and  the  land  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  house  stood 
were  portions  of  an  estate  which  had  been  sold  in  lots  as  building  land ; 
and  in  the  particulars  it  was  stated  that  there  was  abundance  of  brick 
earth  and  gravel,  which,  with  other  advantages,  presented  an  advan- 
tageous opportunity  of  carrying  out  safe  and  profitable  building  opera- 
tions. Bncks  had  previously  been  made  on  the  spot  where  the  plaintiff's 
house  stood.  The  judge  directed  the  jury,  that  if  they  thought  that  the 
spot  was  convenient  and  proper,  and  the  burning  of  the  bricks  whs, 
under  the  circumstances,  a  reasonable  use  by  the  defendant  of  his  own 
land,  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict :  held  erroneous :  per 
Erie  C.  J.,  Williams  and  Keating  J  J.,  Bramwell  and  Wiltle  BB^  reversing 
the  decision  of  the  Queen's  Bench ;  Pollock  C.  B.  dissentiente. 

^^HE  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  the 
plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a  messuage  and  dwelling 
house  and  premises^  with  the  appurtenances^  situate  at 
Norwood,  in  the  county  of  Surrey^  in  which  he  dwelt, 
with  his  family  and  servants :  and  that  the  defendant, 
contriving  and  intending  to  injure  and  annoy  the  plain- 
tiff, erected  and  made  certain  brick  kilns  upon  certain 
land  of  the  defendant  adjoining  and  near  to  the  messuage 
and  dwelling  house  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff^  and 
wrongfully  and  injuriously  burned  a  large  quantity  of 
bricks  in  the  brick  kilns^  and  caused  noxious  and  unwhole- 
some vapours,  smokes,  fumes^  stinks  and  stenches  to  raise 
and  proceed  from  the  brick  kihis,  and  to  enter  in,  spread 
and  difiuse  themselves  over,  upon^  into,  through  and  about 
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the  messuage  and  dwelling  house  and  premises  of  the  [1S60.] 
plaintiff,  and  the  air  over,  through  and  about  the  same  "bamford^ 
was  thereby  greatly  impregnated  and  filled  with  the  said  xaaiiL«T 
noxious  and  unwholesome  vapours,  fumes,  stinks  and 
stenches,  and  was  rendered  and  became  and  was  cor- 
nipted,  offensive,  unwholesome,  unhealthy  and  uncom- 
fortable :  and  thereby  the  plaintiff  had  been  greatly 
annoyed  and  inconvenienced  in  the  possession  and  enjoy- 
ment of  his  messuage  and  dwelling  house,  and  also,  by 
means  of  the  corrupt,  unwholesome  and  unhealthy  state 
of  the  air  in  and  over  and  about  the  plaintiff's  dwelling 
hoose  80  occasioned,  the  plaintiff  and  his  family  and 
aerrants  became  and  were  sick  and  ill,  and  so  continued 
for  a  long  time,  and  the  plaintiff  had  necessarily  in- 
corred  a  great  expense  in  and  about  obtaining  necessary 
medical  advice,  and  was  otherwise  greatly  injured  and 
prejudiced. 

The  second  count  of  the  declaration  complained  of  a 
similar  nuisance  by  the  defendant's  placing  a  quantity 
of  decomposed  ashes  and  bones  in  the  immediate  neigh- 
bourhood of  the  plaintiff's  house. 

The  only  material  plea  to  both  counts  was  Not  guilty, 
upon  which  issue  was  joined. 

On  the  trial,  before  Cockbum  C.  J.,  at  the  Summer 
Assizes  at  Guildford,  1860,  it  appeared  that  in  the 
month  of  June,  IS57,  some  land  at  Norwood,  part  of  the 
Beidah  Spa  Estate,  was  offered  for  sale  in  lots  by  public 
auction,  in  accordance  with  certain  printed  particulars 
and  conditions  of  sale.  The  particulars  were  headed 
''Particulars  of  the  first  section  of  the  Beulah  Spa 
Estate,  consisting  of  about  fifiy  acres  of  Freehold  Build- 
ing Land,  &c.,  in  nineteen  lots,"  and  stated,  among 
other  ihin^,  that  the  property  presented  '*  splendid  sites 
for  the  erection  of  first  class  villas";  and  it  was  added 
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[I860.]  "There  is  abundance  of  brick  earth  and  gravely  which, 
Bamfoed  combined  with  all  the  other  advantages  appertaining  to 
TuBHLET.  ^^^  exceedingly  beautiful  property^  present  an  unusually 
advantageous  opportunity  of  carrying  out  safe  and  pro- 
fitable building  operations/^  Capt.  Edward  Strode,  the 
brother  in  law  of  the  plaintiff^  in  the  year  1857  purchased 
lot  11  of  this  property  containing  2  a.  1  r.  83  p.  and  built 
a  residence  thereon.  The  house  was  finished  in  the  year 
1858^  and  shortly  afterwards  the  plaintiJBP  became  the 
tenant  of  the  house  and  property.  The  defendant  was  a 
solicitor  in  London,  and  in  the  year  1858  he  bought  some 
other  lots  of  the  same  property  under  the  same  particulars 
and  conditions^  being  respectively  lots  1^  10^  14and  16.  It 
was  proved  that  building  was  going  on  in  the  neighbour- 
hood, the  plaintiff's  house  being  within  ten  minutes  walk 
of  the  new  railway  station  at  Norwood.  It  also  appeared 
that,  during  the  preceding  year,  bricks  had  been  burnt  at 
certain  spots  in  lots  13  and  15,  and  at  a  spot  adjmning  to 
lot  15.  It  further  appeared,  that  during  the  last  seven- 
teen or  eighteen  years,  bricks  had  from  time  to  time 
been  burnt  at  various  parts  of  the  field,  of  which  the 
site  of  the  damp  in  question  then  formed  part,  such 
field  having  been  divided  at  the  time  of  the  sale  into 
various  lots.  It  also  appeared  that  bricks  had  previously 
been  made  on  the  spot  where  the  plaintiff's  house  stood. 
In  the  month  of  June,  1860,  the  defendant,  with  the 
view  of  burning  bricks  made  out  of  the  brick  earth  found 
upon  his  land  and  thereby  obtaining  bricks  to  build  upon 
it,  erected  a  damp  of  bricks  on  lot  16,  at  a  £stance  of 
180  yards  firom  the  plaintiff's  house.  It  was  proved  that 
there  was  an  annoyance  to  the  plaintiff  arising  from  the 
erection  and  use  of  the  damp  as  complained  of  in  the  first 
count  sufBdent  primd  facie  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action ; 
but  it  was  also  proved  that  the  erection  and  use  of  the 


^fi^ 
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clamp  hj  the  defendant  as  complained  of  was  temporary      [i860.] 
only,  and  for  the  sole  purpose  of  making  bricks  on  his     bamford 
own  land  and  from  the  day  found  there,  with  a  view  to     xubmuit. 
tlie  erection  of  dwelling  houses  on  his  own  land ;  and  that 
the  damp  for  burning  the  bricks  was  placed  on  that  part 
of  the  defbidant's  land  most  distant  from  the  plaintiff's 
house,  and  so  as  to  create  no  further  annoyance  than 
necessarily  resulted  firom  the  burning  of  bricks ;  and  the 
question  was  whether,  under  the  circumstances  so  proved, 
an  action  could  be  maintained  in  respect  of  such  an- 
noyance. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  intimated  that  the  case  came 
within  the  principle  laid  down  in  Hok  y.  Sattow  (jt), 
and  directed  the  jury,  upon  the  authority  of  that  case, 
that  if  they  thought  that  the  spot  was  convenient  and 
proper,  and  the  burning  of  the  bricks  was,  under  the 
circamstances,  a  reasonable  use  by  the  defendant  of  his 
own  land,  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict 
npon  the  first  count,  independent  of  the  small  matter  of 
whether  there  was  an  interference  with  the  plaintiff's 
comfort  thereby.  Upon  this  ruling  a  verdict  was  by 
^urangement  entered  for  the  defendant  on  the  first  count, 
leave  being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  set  it 
aside^  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  above 
lading  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  was  erroneous. 

Upon  the  second  count,  a  verdict  was  by  arrangement 
entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  \$.  damages,  but  no  ques- 
tion arose  on  that  count. 

In  the  foUowing  UlRchaelmas  Term, 

Pdertdovff  Seijt.  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
defendant  to  shew  cause  why  a  verdict  should  not  be 
(«)4aA-y.A334. 
VOL,  III.  p  B.    &   S. 


C6  [MICHAELMAS  TERM.] 

[1860.1      entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  count  for  40«. 
damages. 


Bamfoed 

T. 
TVEMLBT. 


Per    CUEIAM.      (COCKBURN    C.  J.,  WiGHTMAH,    HiLL 

and  Blackburn  JJ.) 

Rule  refosed,  with  leare  to  appeal. 


1862. 
^^^^  IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 


Jui^m 


Bamford  against  Turnley. 

For  head  note,  see  ante,  p.  62. 

nPHE  plaintiff  having  appealed  against  the  above  deci- 
sion, a  case  setting  forth  the  facts  was  stated,  and 
concluded  as  follows : — 

"  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  upon  the 
facts  as  stated,  the  ruling  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice, 
founded  upon  the  decision  of  Hole  v.  Barlow,  vas 
erroneous,  the  verdict  found  for  the  defendant  on  the 
first  count  is  to  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for 
the  plaintiff  instead  thereof  with  405.  damages. 

"  If  the  Court  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  the 
verdict  entered  for  the  defendant  upon  the  firet  count  is 
to  stand.'' 

The  case  was  argued,  in  Easter  Vacation,  May  14th, 
before  Eble  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B.,  Willlams  and 
Keating  J  J.,  and  Bramwell  and  Wilde  BB. 

Mettiah  (with  him  Petersdorff  Seijt.  and  Garth)^  for 
the  plaintiff — There  is  no  material  distinction  between 
the  &cts  in  this  case  and  those  in  Hole  v.  Barlow  (a) ; 

(fl)  4  a  B.  N.  8,  334. 
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bnt  it  has  been  found  at  Nisi  prios  most  difficult  to        1862. 
apply  that  decision,  and  this  Court  will  not  affirm  it.  Bamfobd 

A  convenient  and  proper  place  for  erecting  a  brick  xcr»«t. 
kiln  must  be  a  place  where  it  will  not  be  a  nuisance 
to  any  person.  It  lies  on  the  other  side  to  shew 
what  is  the  extent  of  the  exception  to  the  common  law 
rule  that  a  person  may  not  lawfully  erect  anything  even 
on  his  own  land  which  will  materially  disturb  his  neigh- 
bonr  in  the  enjoyment  of  his.  It  may  be  that  for  the 
sake  of  trade  in  towns,  or  for  the  public  benefit,  a 
nuisance  is  sometimes  justified,  such  as  a  tallow 
chandler's  factory ;  but  the  nuisance  in  the  present  case 
was  created  by  the  defendant  for  a  private  purpose,  viz., 
horning  bricks  for  building  a  house  for  himself,  and  the 
extent  of  advantage  or  convenience  to  the  defendant 
cannot  justify  the  creation  of  such  a  nuisance  to  the 
plamtiff.  The  only  question  is  whether  there  is  a  real 
sahstantial  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  he  being  supposed  to 
he  of  ordinary  character  and  nerves,  and  with  reference 
to  the  state  of  the  neighbourhood. 

The  Court  in  Hok  v.  Barlow  (a)  refer  to  1  Com. 
Dig,,  Action  upon  the  Case  for  a  Nuisance  (C),  where  it 
is  said  that  an  action  upon  the  case  does  not  lie  ''  for 
a  reasonable  use  of  my  right,  though  it  be  to  the  annoy- 
ance of  another ;  as,  if  a  butcher,  brewer,  &c.  use  his 
trade  in  a  convenient  place,  though  it  be  to  the  annoy- 
ance of  his  neighbour."  But  no  authority  is  cited  by 
Chief  Baron  Comyns;  and,  in  order  to  understand  this 
dictum,  it  is  necessary  to  refer  to  the  instances  in 
which  he  says  the  action  for  a  nuisance  lies.  Thus,  he 
says.  Id.  (A.),  the  action  lies  '^  for  a  nuisance  to  the 
habitation  or  estate  of  another,"  for  which  he  cites  autho- 
(«)  ^  C.B.N,  8.  334. 
r  2 
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1862.        rity  :  "  So,  if  a  man  erect  anything  offensive  so  near  the 
Bamfobd     house  of  another,  that  it  becomes  useless  thereby ;  as  a 

TuRNLET.  ^^°^  ^"  "  ^^  *  ^^™®  ^^'''  "  ^  *  dye-house/'  "  Or  a 
tallow  furnace.  But  if  he  be  a  chandler,  gucere,^'  And 
then  he  says,  Id.  (C)*  "  But  an  action  upon  the  case  does 
not  lie  upon  a  thing  done  to  the  inconyenience  of  another; 
as,  if  a  man  erect  a  mill  near  to  the  mill  of  another ; 
whereby  the  other  loses  part  of  his  profit;  where  the  for- 
mer mill  is  not  a  tempore  cujus  contrar.  SfcJ'  ''  If  a  man 
set  up  a  school  so  near  my  study,  who  am  of  the  profession 
of  the  law,that  the  noise  interrupts  my  studies/'  But  a 
lawyer  has  no  more  right  than  another  person.  [iW- 
lockj  C.  B.  There  is  no  foundation  for  that  distinction. 
Erie  C.  J.  The  degree  of  nuisance  is  always  a  question 
for  the  jury.]  But  in  the  present  case  the  way  of 
leaving  the  question  to  the  jury  was  wrong,  for  it  is 
no  justification  of  a  nuisance  that  it  is  a  reasonable  use 
of  the  defendant's  land.  IfVildeB.  Suppose  a  man 
builds  upon  his  land  a  house  which  excludes  the  light 
from  his  neighbour's  windows.]  No  right  to  hght 
is  acquired  until  twenty  years'  enjoyment ;  whereas  a 
man  has  a  right  to  pure  air  as  soon  as  his  house  is 
built  [Wilde  B.  A  man  has  only  a  right  to  reason- 
ably pure  air.]  There  are  numerous  cases  in  which, 
if  there  had  been  such  a  rule  as  is  contended  for  by 
the  defendant,  it  would  obviously  have  been  relied 
on.  In  the  earliest  case  (a),  cited  in  Gale  on  Ease- 
ments, 279,  280,  which  was  a  writ  of  "  Quod  permittat" 
against  the  defendant  for  building  a  lime  kiln  near 
the  plaintiff's  house,  though,  as  was  said  in  Aldredtt 
Case  {b),  "  the  building  of  a  lime  kiln  is  good  and  profit- 
able,** it  was  not  suggested  that  an  action  would  not  lie 

(a)  Assis.  4.  fo.  6  b.  pi  3.  (b)  9  Co.  57  &,  58  b.,  59  a. 
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if  it  was  built  in  a  convenient  place.   In  Aldred^s  Case  (a)        1862. 

there  was  no  question  as  to  any  reasonable  right  of  the  "bamtoiid  ~ 

defendant  to  have  the  hog  stye  near  the  plaintiflf 's  house,      torhibt. 

{PoOock  C.  B.     In  the  first  case  it  was  alleged  that  the 

smoke  from  the  lime  kiln  entered  the  plaintifiTs  house^ 

''  so  that  no  man  could  dwell  there  -/'  and  in  Aldred^s  Case 

the  declaration  alleged  that  the  plainti£P  and  his  servants 

could  not  remain  in  the  house  without  danger  of  infection 

from  the  hog  stye.]    In  Janes  v.  Patoell  {b)  Hide  C,  J.  said 

a  tan  house  was  necessary^  for  all  persons  wear  shoes ; 

nerertheless  it  may  be  pulled  down  if  it  be  erected  to 

the  nuisance  of  another.  In  Rex  v.  Pierce  (c)  it  was  held 

that  the  trade  of  a  soap  boiler^  though  such  a  trade  was 

honest,  and  might  be  lawfully  used,  could  not  be  carried 

on  to  the  annoyance  of  the  neighbourhood.     In  Walter 

v.  Selfe  {d)  Knight  Bruce  V.  C.  granted  an  injunction 

nnder  circumstances  very  similar  to  those  in  the  present 

case.  In  1  Rol.  Abr.  89, pi.  7,  Action  sur  Case  (N.)  Nusans, 

Ptynton  V.   Gitt  is  dted^  which  was  an  action  on  the 

case  against  the  defendant  for  raising  the  chimney  of  a 

lead  smelting  house  near  the  close  of  the  plaintifi*,  so 

that  the  grass  and  trees  of  the  dose  were  corrupted  by 

the  smoke  from  the  chimney,  and  thereby  the  plaintiff  lost 

the  grass  and  trees,  and  also  two  horses  and  a  cow  which 

were  depasturing  in  the  close;  and  it  was  held  that 

though  the  trade  was  legal,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 

public  and  necessary,  the  action  lay,  because  the  trade 

might  be  carried  on  in  waste  places,  and  large  commons 

remote  firom  indosures,  so  that  no  loss  or  damage  would 

arise  firom  it  to  the  owners  of  adjoining  land.     [He  abo 

(a)  9  Co.  57  a,  {h)  Palm,  536.  639;  8.  C.  HuU,  135. 

(0  2  Shmo,  327. 

{^MkG.^  Sm.  315,  affirmed  on  appeal ;  see  Id,,  p.  326. 
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1862.  cited  Anon,  (a).]  In  actions  for  corrupting  watercourses 
Bamford  it  has  never  been  alleged  that  the  convenience  of  the 
TuRMLiT.  defendant  is  to  be  considered.  [Pollock  C.  B.  Water 
in  the  smallest  degree  corrupted  is  rendered  useless  for 
domestic  purposes.  Causes  of  action  have  arisen,  as  in 
Priestley  v.  Fowler  (b),  which  nobody  in  Westminster  Hall 
dreamed  of :  whv  may  not  defences  to  this  class  of  actions 
arise  as  we  become  more  familiar  with  the  exigencies  of 
society  ?]  It  is  for  the  public  advantage  that  no  nuisance 
be  committed ;  and  landowners  and  others^  interested  in 
works  which  are  injurious  to  their  neighbours^  will  find 
means  of  avoiding  the  creation  of  nuisances. 

The  cases  in  which  the  doctrine  that  a  person  who 
comes  to  a  nuisance  has  no  right  of  action,  which  is  found 
in  2  BL  Comtn.  402,  was  exploded,  are  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiffi  [He  cited  Bliss  v.  Hall  (r),  per  Tindal  C.  J.] 
[Williams  J.  In  16  Vin.  Abr.  p.  27,  Nusance,  G.  pi.  18, 
in  the  margin,  it  is  said :  "  Where  there  has  been  an 
antient  brewhouse  time  out  of  mind,  although  in  Clieap- 
side  or  Fleet  Street,  &c.  this  is  not  any  nuisance,  because 
it  shall  be  supposed  to  be  erected  when  there  were  no 
buildiugs  near;  contra,  if  a  brewhouse  should  be  now 
erected  in  any  of  the  streets  or  trading  places ;  this  shall 
be  a  nuisance,  and  an  action  on  the  case  lies  for  whom- 
soever shall  receive  any  damage  thereby;  and  accordingly 
in  an  action  brought  by  one  Robins  a  laceman  in  Bed- 
ford Street  against  a  brewer  for  a  nuisance  from  the 
brewhouse  to  the  goods  in  his  shop  (it  being  a  brew- 
house of  ten  years^  standing),  the  jury  gave  for  two 
years  damages  60/.  L.  P.  R,  Nusance,  246,  cites  Trin. 
8  W.  8,  a  B.  Robins's  Case.''^ 

(a)  1  Ventr,  26,  (b)  3  M.  ^  W  1. 

(c)  4  Bin^,  N.  a  183.  186;  S,  C,  5  ScoU,  600.  501 
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The  exception  laid  down  for  the  first  time  in  Hole  ▼.        1862. 
Barhm  (a)  was  not  recognized  in  The  Stockport  Water      b^^^ord 
Worh  Company  r.  Potter  {b).  Tub«,.t. 

Lush  (with  him  Honyman),  for  the  defendant. — The 
dedsion  in  Hole  v.  Barlow  (a)  was  approved  by  Martin 
and  Channell  BB.  in  The  Stockport  Water  Works  Com- 
pany j.  Potter  {h).  There  are  essential  differences  between 
the  present  case  and  The  Stockport  Water  Works  Company 
T.  Potter:  in  that  case,  the  nuisance  was  perxpanent  and 
injorious  to  health  by  corrupting  the  water  of  a  public 
stream  with  poisonous  compounds,  and  there  was  no 
eridence  that  the  defendants  took  any  precautions  to 
prevent  the  nuisance  from  their  calico  printing  works. 
In  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  stand  in 
a  peculiar  relation  to  each  other  as  purchasers  of  adjoining 
plots  of  ground,  both  of  which  were  laid  out  and  purchased 
as  building  ground,  and  one  inducement  held  out  to  the 
porchaaer  was,  that  there  was  abundance  of  brick  earth. 
There  is  no  proposition  of  law  that  every  person  has  an 
absolute  right  to  pure  unadulterated  air  under  all  cir- 
camstances :  on  the  contrary  every  person  must  enjoy 
his  own  property  subject  to  the  inconvenience  neces- 
sarily resulting  from  the  reasonable  use  by  his  neighbomr 
of  his  own  land.  That  explains  the  dicta  that  what 
is  a  nuisance  in  one  place  may  not  be  so  in  another, 
and  that  whether  a  thing  is  a  nuisance  or  not  depends 
on  the  state  of  the  neighbourhood.  There  is  no  author 
rity  against  the  ruling  in  Hole  v.  Barlow  (a),  whichj 
in  substance,  involves  the  above  proposition.  In  1 
&ff.  Ahr.  89,  pi.  7,  Action  sur  Case  (N,)  Nusans,  the 
Bmoke  from  the  smelting  house  was  destructive  to 
(•)  4  a  B.  K.  8. 3S1  (ft)  7  ff.4N.  160. 
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1862.  yegetatioiL  In  J(me9  v.  Powell  (a),  the  jury  finind 
Bamford  ^^^  the  new  brewhouse  and  privy  were  malidously 
TuBHLiT.  erected  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  benefit  of  his 
habitation  and  office;  but  the  Judges  intimated  that 
a  reasonable  use  of  either  would  not  be  actionable.  In 
Walter  v.  Selfe  (b),  Knight  Bruce  V.  C.  was  put  in 
the  position  of  judge  and  jury,  and  he  found  that  the 
burning  of  bricks  was  a  nuisance  to  the  plaintiff's  house, 
which  was  the  same  proposition  as  in  Jones  v.  Ptnoell. 
In  Rich  V.  Basterfield  {c),  Tindal  C.  J.  is  reported  to 
have  said,  ''No  man  may  use  his  right  so  as  to  damage 
another;  though,  on  the  other  hand,  everyone  has  a 
right  reasonably  to  use  his  property,  even  if  he  should 
thereby  annoy  his  neighbour/'  [Erie  C.  J.  That  I 
think  is  correct  language ;  but  the  case  was  tried  before 
me.  Wilde  B.  In  that  dictum  the  term  ''  annoy"  is 
used  in  contradistinction  to ''  damage.'^]  In  the  report 
of  the  case  in  Banc,  4  C.  B.  783,  the  trial  is  stated  to 
have  been  before  Erie  J. ;  and  according  to  that  report 
(p.  787),  the  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say, 
''  whether  or  not  the  defendant  had  exercised  his  rights 
in  a  reasonable  manner,  with  reference  to  the  property 
in  questio  n.^'  \Erle  C  J.  The  nuisance  in  that  case 
waa,  the  making  the  tops  of  the  chimney  of  a  shop  level 
with  the  first  floor  windows  of  the  plaintiff's  dwelling 
house.]  In  Bliss  v.  Hall  {d),  Vaughan  J.  said :  '*  An 
offensive  trade  may  be  a  nuisance  or  not  according  to 
the  place  in  which  it  \&  carried  on.''  To  constitute  a 
puisance,  the  thing  done  must  be  injurious  to  health  or 

(a)  HtUt.  135, 136;  8.  C  Palm,  536. 

(6)  ADeQ.^Bm.  815. 

(0  2a  fK.  267,  258;  8.  C.  in  banc,  4  C.  B.  7S3. 

(d)  6  Scott,  600.  606;  -S.  C.  4  Bing.  N.  C,  183. 
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comfort  and  be  without  excuse,  that  is,  not  in  the  rea-        1862. 
sonable  use  of  a  man's  property.     It  is  no  answer  to      bamford 
an  action  that  the  plaintiff  has  come  to  the  nuisance ;      ,-^* 
therefore,  if  this  action  is  maintainable,  a  landowner  may 
ha?eerected  and  used  a  brick  kiln  on  his  land  for  many 
yeaiSy  and  yet  a  person  who  subsequently  buys  an  ad- 
joiniBg  piece  of  land  and  builds  a  dwelling  house  upon 
it  may  require  the  brick  kiln  to  be  discontinued. 

MdliA  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

Williams  J.  delivered  the  judgment  of  Eble  C.  J., 
KxATiNO  J.,  Wilde  B.  and  himself 

On  the  argument  of  this  case,  there  was  some  contest 
as  to  what  the  true  question  was  which  the  Court  had  to 
consider.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  said  to 
have  been  proved  at  the  trial,  beyond  dispute,  that  the 
banting  of  the  bricks  in  the  kilns  of  the  defendant  was 
a  nmsanoe,  and  that  the  point  reserved  was,  whether 
it  was  legalized  by  the  other  facts  which  the  jury  must 
1)6  taken  to  have  found  to  exist  On  the  part  of  the 
defendant  it  was  said  that  the  true  point  was,  whether, 
imder  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  burning  of 
the  bricks  amounted  to  an  actionable  nuisance. 

It  is  not,  perhaps,  material  which  of  these  contentions 
is  correct.  For  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  at  the  trial, 
directed  the  jury,  on  the  authority  of  Hole  v.  Barlow  (a), 
to  find  for  the  defendant,  notwithstanding  his  burning 
the  bricks  had  interfered  with  the  plaintiff's  comfort,  if 
th^  were  of  opinion  that  the  spot  where  the  bricks 
were  burnt  was  a  proper  and  convenient  spot,  and  the 

(a)  4(7.^2^.5.334. 
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1862.  burning  of  them  was,  under  the  circnmstances^  a  reason- 
""bj^miord  *We  use  by  the  defendant  of  his  own  land.  The  jury, 
TomsLBT.  consequently,  if  they  were  of  that  opinion,  would  have 
been  bound  to  find  their  yerdict  for  the  defendant,  not- 
withstanding they  were  also  of  opinion  that  the  brick- 
kilns of  the  defendant,  by  immitting  corrupted  air  upon 
the  plaintiff's  house,  had  rendered  it  unfit  for  healthy  or 
comfortable  occupation. 

It  was  therefore  treated  as  a  doctrine  of  law  that,  if  the 
spot  should  be  found  by  the  jury  to  be  proper  or  con- 
venient, and  the  burning  of  the  bricks  a  reasonable  use 
of  the  land,  these  circumstances  would  constitute  a  bar 
to  the  action;  and  if  there  is,  in  truth,  no  such  doctrine, 
there  was  a  misdirection :—  it  is  the  same  thing  as  if  there 
had  been  a  plea  averring  the  existence  of  these  cir- 
cumstances,  and  a  demurrer  to  the  plea.  Such  a  plea, 
though  it  would  admit  all  the  aUegations  in  the  declara- 
tion, would  be  a  good  plea  by  way  of  avoidance,  if  the 
direction  of  the  Chief  Justice  was  right.  And  it  is  not 
material  to  inquire  whether  it  would  be  good  as  averring 
&cts  which  amount  to  a  legalization  of  the  nuisance 
stated  in  the  declaration,  or  as  superadding  facts  whicb, 
taken  together  with  those  stated  in  the  declaration,  shew 
that  the  alleged  annoyance  was  not  an  actionable  nui- 
sance. In  either  point  of  view  the  question  for  our 
consideration  appears  to  be,  whether  the  case  of  Hole  v. 
Barlow  (a)  was  weU  decided.  And  we  are  of  opinion 
that  it  was  not. 

That  decision  was  plainly  founded  on  a  passage  in 
Comyn^  Digest,  Action  upon  the  case  for  a  Nuisance  (C), 
which  is  in  the  foUowing  words : — '*  So  an  action  does 
not  lie  for  a  reasonable  use  of  my  right,  though  it  be  to 

(a)  4  a  ^.M  5.  334. 
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the  annoyance  of  another ;  as^  if  a  butcher,  brewer,  fee.,        1862. 
use  his  trade  in  a  convenient  place,  though  it  be  to  the      Bahford 
annoyance  of  his  neighbour."    It  may  be  observed  that,      Turhlbt. 
m  the  hmguage  of  this  dictum  (for  which  no  authority 
is  dted  by  Comyns),  there  is  a  want  of  precision,  especi- 
ally in  the  words  "reasonable"  and  "  convenient,*^  which 
render  its  meaning  by  no  means  clear.     And  it  may  be 
doubted  whether  the  Court,  in  Hok  v.  Barlow  (a),  did 
not  misunderstand  it.     What  is  a  "convenient  place*'  ? 
Does  this  expression  mean,  as  the  Court  understood  it  in 
that  case,  that  the  place  is  proper  and  convenient  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  trade,  or  does  it  mean 
that  it  is  a  place  where  a  nuisance  will  not  be  caused  to 
another?    It  has  been  pointed  out  by  Mr.  If\  H.  fVilks, 
in  his  valuable  edition  of  Gale  an  Easements ^  p.  410, 
note,  that  this  latter  sense  of  the  word  "  convenient*' 
is  the  one  adopted  by  Hide  C.  J.  in  Jones  v.  Powell  (i), 
where  he  says,  "  A  tan  house  is  necessary,  for  all  men 
wear  shoes,  and  nevertheless  it  may  be  puUed  down  if  it 
he  erected  to  the  nuisance  of  another :  in  like  manner  of 
a  glass  house ;  and  they  ought  to  be  erected  in  places  con- 
tenient  for  them.**    In  the  original  Norman-French  it  is 
"  Un  tan  house  est  necessary,  car  touts  wear  shoes ;  et  un- 
core  ceo  poit  estre  pull  down,  ftc.,  si  est  erect  al  nusance 
d'auter :  et  issint  de  glass  house ;  Et  pur  ceux  doient  estre 
erect  in  places  convenient  pur  eux.**     The  term  appears 
to  be  used  in  the  same  sense  when  applied  to  questions 
as  to  public  nuisances.   Thus  it  is  said  in  Hawkins  P.  C, 
book  1,  c.  75  (2  Hawk.  P.  C,  by  Leach,  p.  146,  s.  10), 
"  It  seems  to  be  agreed,  that  a  brew  house,  erected  in 
such  an  inconvenient  place  wherein  the  business  cannot 
be  carried  on  without  greatly  incommoding  the  neigh- 
(fl)  4  a  B.  N.  8.  334.  (h)  Palm.  536.  539 ;  5.  C.  Hutt,  135. 
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1862.        bourhood,  may  be  indicted  as  a  common  nuisance.''    It 
Bamford      fibould  seem,  therefore,  that  just  as  the  use  of  an  offen- 
▼•  sive  trade  will  be  indictable  as  a  public  nuisance  if  it  be 

carried  on  in  an  inconvenient  place,  t.  e.,  a  place  where 
it  greatly  incommodes  a  multitude  of  persons,  so  it  will 
be  actionable  as  a  private  nuisance  if  it  be  carried  on 
in  an  inconvenient  place,  t.  e.,  a  place  where  it  greatly 
incommodes  an  individual. 

If  this  be  the  true  construction  of  the  expression 
"  convenient''  in  the  passage  from  Comyna?  Dig^tj  the 
doctrine  contained  in  it  amounts  to  no  more  than  what 
has  long  been  settled  law,  viz.^  that  a  man  may,  without 
being  liable  to  an  action,  exercise  a  lawful  trade,  as  that 
of  a  butcher  or  brewer  and  the  like,  notwithstanding  it 
be  carried  on  so  near  the  house  of  another  as  to  be  an 
annoyance  to  him,  in  rendering  his  residence  there  less 
delectable  or  agreeable,  provided  the  trade  be  so  con- 
ducted that  it  does  not  cause  what  amounts,  in  point 
of  law,  to  a  nuisance  to  the  neighbouring  house. 

In  Hole  V.  Barlow  (a),  however,  the  Court  appear  to 
have  read  the  passage  as  containing  a  doctrine  that  a 
place  may  be  "  proper  and  convenient''  for  the  carrying 
on  of  a  trade,  notwithstanding  it  is  a  place  where  the 
trade  cannot  be  carried  on  without  causing  a  nuisance 
to  a  neighbour.  This  is  a  doctrine  which  has  certainly 
never  been  judicially  adopted  in  any  case  before  that  of 
Hole  V.  Barlow  {a),  and  moreover  the  adoption  of  it 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the  judgments  pronounced 
in  some  of  the  cases  cited  at  the  bar  during  the  argu- 
ment, and  more  especially  with  the  case  of  Walter  v. 
Selfe  {b).  And  the  introduction  of  such  a  doctrine  into 

{a)  4  a  B.  N,  8.  334. 

{h)  4  De  Gex  ^  8m,  315,  affirmed  on  appeal,  see  Id,  326. 


XXVI.   VICTORIA.  7 

our  law  would  we  think  lead  to  great  inconvenience  and       1862. 
liardship,  because^  as  was  forcibly  urged  by  Mr.  Mettish      bamforo 
in  arguing  for  the  plaintiff^  if  the  doctrine  is  to  be  main-     ttoklkt. 
tained  at  all,  it  most  be  maintained  to  the  extent  that, 
however  ruinous  may  be  the  amount  of  nuisance  caused 
to  a  neighbour's  property  by  carrying  on  an  offensive 
trade,  he  is  without  redress  if  a  jury  shall  deem  it  right 
to  find  that  the  place  where  the  trade  is  carried  on  is  a 
proper  and  convenient  place  for  the  purpose. 

It  should  be  observed  that  the  direction  of  the  Judge 
to  the  jury  in  Hole  v.  Barlow  (a),  which  was  upheld  by 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was  simply  that  the  verdict 
ought  to  be  for  the  defendant  if  the  place  where  the 
hricks  were  burnt  was  a  convenient  and  proper  place  for 
the  purpose.  But  in  the  present  case,  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice's  direction  to  the  jury  pointed  at  a  further  con- 
dition, viz.,  if  the  burning  of  the  bricks  was  under  the 
circumstances  a  reasonable  use  by  the  defendant  of  his 
own  land.  It  remains,  therefore,  to  consider  whether  the 
doctrine  adopted  in  Hole  v.  Barlow  (a),  if  accompanied 
with  this  addition,  is  maintainable. 

If  it  be  good  law,  that  the  fitness  of  the  locality  pre- 
^  vents  the  carrying  on  of  an  offensive  trade  fipom  being 
an  actionable  nuisance,  it  appears  necessarily  to  follow 
that  this  must  be  a  reasonable  use  of  the  land.  But  if 
it  is  not  good  law,  and  if  the  true  doctrine  is,  that  when- 
erer,  taking  aU  the  circumstances  into  consideration, 
indading  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  enjoy- 
ment before  the  acts  complained  of,  the  annoyance  is 
sufficiently  great  to  amount  to  a  nuisance  according  to 
the  ordinary  rule  of  law,  an  action  will  lie,  whatever 
the  locality  may  be,  then  surely  the  jury  cannot  properly 

(a)  4  a  B.  N,  5.  334. 
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1862.        be  aaked  whether  the  causmg  of  the  nuisance  was  a  rea- 

Bamtord      sonable  use  of  the  land. 

TuaiiLXT  ^^  ®^^^  *  question  is  proper  for  their  consideration 

in  an  action  such  as  the  present,  for  a  nuisance  by 
immitting  corrupted  air  into  the  plaintiff's  house,  we 
can  see  no  reason  why  a  similar  question  should  not  be 
submitted  to  the  jury  in  actions  for  other  violations  of 
the  ordinary  rights  of  property ;  e.  g.  the  transmission 
by  a  neighbour  of  water  in  a  polluted  condition.     But 
certainly  it  would  be  difBcult  to  maintain,  as  the  law 
now  stands,  that  the  jury,  in  such  an  action,  ought  to 
be  told  to  find  for  the  defendant  if  they  thought  that 
the  manu&ctory  which  caused  the  impurity  of   the 
water  was  built  on  a  proper  and  convenient  spot,  and 
that  the  working  of  it  was  a  reasonable  use  by  the 
defendant  of  his  own  land.     Again,  where  an  easement 
has  been  gained  in  addition  to  the  ordinary  rights  of 
property,  e.  g.  where  a  right  has  been  gained  to  the 
lateral  passage  of  light  and  air,  no  one  has  ever  sug- 
gested that  the  jury  might  be  told,  in  an  action  for 
obstructing  the  free  passage  of  the  light  and  air,  to  find 
for  the  defendant  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  build- 
ing which  caused  the  obstruction  was  erected  in  a 
proper  and  convenient  place,  and  in  the  reasonable  en- 
joyment by  the  defendant  of  his  own  land.    And  yet,  on 
principle,  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  such  a  question  should 
not  be  left  to  the  jury  if  Hole  v.  Barlow  (a)  was  well 
decided. 

We,  are,  however,  of  opinion  that  the  decision  in  that 
case  was  wrong,  and,  consequently,  that  the  direction  of 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  which  was  founded  on  it,  was 
erroneous,  that  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  ought  to  be 
set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff, 
(tf)  4  C.  B,  N,  8. 334. 
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Pollock  C.  B.  The  question  in  this  case  is^  whether  1862. 
the  direction  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice^  professing  to  be  Bamtord 
founded  on  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  Tormliy. 
in  Hole  t.  Barlow  {a),  was  rights  and  in  my  judgment 
snbstantially  it  was  rights  yiz.,  taking  it  to  have  been  as 
stated  in  the  case^  viz.^  ''that  if  the  jury  thought  that 
the  spot  was  convenient  and  proper^  and  the  burning  of 
the  bricks  was,  under  the  circumstances,  a  reasonable 
use  by  the  defendant  of  his  own  land,  the  defendant 
would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict/'  I  do  not  think  that 
the  nuisance  for  which  an  action  will  lie  is  capable  of 
znj  legal  definition  which  will  be  applicable  to  all  cases 
and  useful  in  deciding  them.  The  question  so  entirely 
depends  on  the  surrounding  circumstances, — the  place 
where,  the  time  when,  the  alleged  nuisance,  what,  the 
mode  of  committing  it,  how,  and  the  duration  of  it, 
whether  temporary  or  permanent,  occasional  or  con- 
tintial, — as  to  make  it  impossible  to  lay  down  any  rule 
of  law  applicable  to  every  case,  and  which  will  also  be 
Tisefol  in  assisting  a  jury  to  come  to  a  satisfactory  con- 
dofiion : — it  most  at  all  times  be  a  question  of  tact  with 
reference  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

Most  certainly  in  my  judgment  it  cannot  be  laid 
down  as  a  legal  proposition  or  doctrine,  that  anything 
which,  under  any  circumstances,  lessons  the  comfort  or 
endangers  the  health  or  safety  of  a  neighbour,  must 
necessarily  be  an  actionable  nuisance.  That  may  be  a 
nnisanoe  in  Grosvenor  Square  which  would  be  none  in 
Smihfield  Market,  that  may  be  a  nuisance  at  midday 
which  would  not  be  so  at  midnight,  that  may  be  a 
nnisance  which  is  permanent  and  continual  which  would 
be  no  nuisance  if  temporary  or  occasional  only.  A 
(a)  4  a  B.  N.  8.  334. 
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1862.  dock  striking  the  hour,  or  a  hell  ringing  for  aome 
Bamford  domestic  purpose,  may  he  a  nuisance,  if  xmreaaonably 
.ji^^^^  loud  and  discordant,  of  which  the  jury  alone  must 
judge;  but  although  not  unreasonably  loud,  if  the 
owner,  firom  some  whim  or  caprice,  made  the  dock 
strike  the  hour  every  ten  minutes,  or  the  bdl  ring  con- 
tinually, I  think  a  jury  would  be  justified  in  conaidoring 
it  to  be  a  very  great  nuisance.  In  general,  a  kitchen 
chimney,  suitable  to  the  establishment  to  which  it 
belonged,  could  not  be  deemed  a  nuisance,  but  if  built 
in  an  inconvenient  place  or  manner,  on  purpose  to  an- 
noy the  neighbours,  it  might,  I  think,  veiy  properly  be 
treated  as  one.  The  compromises  that  bdong  to  social 
life,  and  upon  which  the  peace  and  comfort  of  it  mainly 
depend,  furnish  an  indefinite  number  of  examples  where 
some  apparent  natural  right  is  invaded,  or  some  enjoy* 
ment  abridged,  to  provide  for  the  more  general  conve- 
nience or  necessities  of  the  whole  community ;  and  I 
think  the  more  the  details  of  the  question  are  examined 
the  more  clearly  it  will  appear  that  all  that  the  law  can 
do  is  to  lay  down  some  general  and  vague  proposition 
which  will  be  no  guide  to  the  jury  in  each  particular 
case  that  may  come  before  them. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  passage  in  Ccmyiuf  Digest, 
Action  upon  the  Case  for  a  Nuisance  (C),  is  good  law.  I 
think  the  word  ''reasonable''  cannot  be  an  improper 
word,  and  too  vague  to  be  used  on  this  occasion,  seeing 
that  the  question  whether  a  contract  has  been  reasonably 
performed  with  reference  to  time,  place  and  subject 
matter,  is  one  that  is  put  to  a  jury  almost  as  often  as 
a  jury  is  assembled.  If  the  act  complained  of  be  done 
in  a  convenient  manner,  so  as  to  give  no  unnecessary 
annoyance,  and  be  a  reasonable  exercise  of  some  ap- 
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parent  rights  or  a  reasonable  wae  of  the  land,  house  or  1862. 
property  of  the  party  under  all  the  droumstances,  in  bauword 
which  I  indude  the  degree  of  inconyenience  it  will 
produce,  then  I  think  no  action  can  be  sustained,  if 
the  jury  find  that  it  was  reasonable, — as  the  jury  must 
be  taken  to  have  found  that  it  was  reasonable  that  the 
defendant  ^should  be  allowed  to  do  what  he  did,  and 
reasonable  that  the  plaintiff  should  submit  to  the  incon* 
lenience  occasioned  by  what  was  done.  And  this  gets  rid 
of  the  difScuIty  suggested  in  the  judgment  just  read  by 
my  brother  Williams ;  because  it  cannot  be  supposed 
that  a  juiy  would  find  that  to  be  a  reasonable  act  by  a 
person  which  produces  any  ruinous  effect  upon  his 
neighbours. 

With  respect  to  the  proposed  judgment  of  the  Court, 
as  the  case  does  not  state  that  leave  was  given  by 
the  consent  of  the  defendant's  coimsel,  or  indeed  at 
all,  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  40s.  damages, 
it  appears  to  me  that  all  that  this  Court  of  error 
can  do,  if  it  disapproves  of  the  direction  of  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice,  is  to  award  a  venire  de  novo,  that 
the  jury  may  find  a  verdict  under  a  proper  direction ; 
for  there  is  strong  ground  for  contending  that  the 
entire  plot  of  ground,  of  which  the  plaintiff's  and  the 
defiendant's  land  formed  a  part,  was  sold  in  various 
lots,  on  the  understanding  that  the  brick  earth  should 
be  made  into  bricks  and  burnt,  in  order  to  erect 
houses  on  the  defendant's  lots,  and  it  would  seem  not 
perfectly  just  that  the  purchaser  of  one  of  the  lots 
should  actually  turn  his  brick  earth  into  bricks,  and 
build  a  house,  and  then  deny  the  same  advantage  to 
his  nrighbours.    I  think  therefore  that,  if  my  learned 

VOL.  III.  o  B.   &  s. 
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1862.        brothers  are  right  in  denying  to  the  jury  the  power  of 

Bahforo      finding  that  any  act  was  an  act  reasonable  to  be  done, 

TuRNLEr.      ®*^»  ^^  *^®  statement  of  the  present  case,  the  Court 

has  not  power  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  40«. 

But  in  my  opinion  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below 

ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Mabttn  B.  read  the  judgment  of 

BaAifWELL  B.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  judgment 
should  be  reversed*  The  defendant  has  done  that  which, 
if  done  wantonly  or  maliciously,  would  be  actionable  as 
being  a  nuisance  to  the  plaintiff's  habitation  by  causing 
a  sensible  diminution  of  the  comfortable  enjoyment  of 
it.  This,  therefore,  calls  on  the  defendant  to  justify  or 
excuse  what  he  has  done.  And  his  justification  is  this: 
He  says  that  the  nuisance  is  not  to  the  health  of  the 
inhabitants  of  the  plaintiff's  house,  that  it  is  of  a  tem- 
porary character,  and  is  necessary  for  the  beneficial  use 
of  his,  the  defendant's,  land,  and  that  the  public  good 
requires  he  should  be  entitied  to  do  what  he  claims 
to  do. 

The  question  seems  to  me  to  be.  Is  this  a  justification 
in  law, — and,  in  order  not  to  make  a  verbal  mistake,  I 
will  say, — a  justification  for  what  is  done,  or  a  matter 
which  makes  what  is  done  no  nuisance  ?  It  is  to  be 
borne  in  mind,  however,  that,  in  fact^  the  act  of  tiie 
defendant  is  a  nuisance  such  that  it  would  be  actionable 
if  done  wantonly  or  maliciously.  The  plaintiff,  then, 
has  a  prim&  facie  case.  The  defendant  has  infringed 
the  maxim  Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  Issdas.  Then, 
what  principle  or  rule  of  law  can  he  rely  on  to  defisnd 
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himself?  It  is  dear  to  my  mind  that  there  is  some  X862. 
exception  to  the  general  application  of  the  maxim  men-  BAjiroto 
tionei  The  instances  put  during  the  argument^  of 
burning  weeds^  emptying  cess-pools,  making  noises 
during  repairs,  and  other  instances  which  would  be 
nuisances  if  done  wantonly  or  maliciously,  nevertheless 
may  be  lawfully  done.  It  cannot  be  said  that  such  acts 
are  not  nuisances,  because,  by  the  hypothesis,  they  are ; 
and  it  cannot  be  doubted  that,  if  a  person  maliciously 
and  without  cause  made  dose  to  a  dwelling-house  the 
same  offensiye  smells  as  may  be  made  in  emptying  a 
cesspool,  an  action  would  lie.  Nor  can  these  cases  be 
got  rid  of  as  extreme  cases,  because  such  cases  properly 
test  a  prindple.  Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  jury  settle 
such  questions  by  finding  there  is  no  nuisance,  though 
there  is.  For  that  is  to  suppose  they  violate  their  duty, 
and  that,  if  they  discharged  their  duty,  such  matters 
would  be  actionable,  which  I  think  they  could  not  and 
ought  not  to  be.  There  must  be,  then,  some  principle 
on  which  such  cases  must  be  excepted.  It  seems  to  me 
tbat  that  principle  may  be  deduced  firom  the  character 
of  these  cases,  and  is  this,  viz.,  that  those  acts  necessary 
for  the  common  and  ordinary  use  and  occupation  of 
land  and  houses  may  be  done,  if  conveniently  done, 
without  subjecting  those  who  do  them  to  an  action.  This 
principle  would  comprehend  all  the  cases  I  have  men- 
tioned, but  would  not  comprehend  the  present,  where 
what  has  been  done  was  not  the  using  of  land  in  a 
cononon  and  ordinary  way,  but  in  an  exceptional  man- 
ner^not  unnatural  nor  unusual,  but  not  the  common 
and  ordinary  use  of  land.  There  is  an  obvious  necessity 
for  sndi  a  prindple  as  I  have  mentioned.  It  is  as  much 
o  2 
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1862.  for  the  advantage  of  one  owner  as  of  another;  for  the 
Tery  nuiaance  the  one  comphiins  of,  aa  the  resolt  of  the 
ordinary  nae  of  his  neighbotir's  land,  he  himself  will 
create  in  the  ordinary  use  of  his  own,  and  the  redprocal 
nuisances  are  of  a  comparatively  trifling  character.  The 
convenience  of  such  a  role  may  he  indicated  by  calling 
it  a  role  of  give  and  take,  live  and  let  live. 

Then  can  this  principle  be  extended  to,  or  is  there 
any  other  principle  which  will  comprehend,  the  present 
case?  I  know  of  none:  it  is  for  the  defendant  to  shew 
it.  None  of  the  above  reasoning  is  applicable  to  snch  a 
cause  of  nmsance  as  the  present.  It  had  occurred  to 
me,  that  any  not  unnatural  use  of  the  land,  if  of  a  tem- 
porary character,  might  be  justified ;  but  I  cannot  see 
why  its  being  of  a  temporary  nature  should  warrant  it 
What  is  temporary, — one,  five,  or  twenty  years?  If 
twenty,  it  would  be  difficult  to  say  that  a  brick  kiln  in 
the  direction  of  the  prevalent  wind  for  twenty  years 
would  not  be  as  objectionable  as  a  permanent  one  in 
the  opposite  direction.  If  temporary  in  order  to  build 
a  house  on  the  land,  why  not  temporary  in  order  to 
exhaust  the  brick  earth  ?  I  cannot  think  then  that  the 
nuisance  being  temporary  makes  a  difference. 

But  it  is  said  that,  temporary  or  permanent,  it  is  law- 
ful because  it  is  for  the  public  benefit.  Now,  in  the 
first  place,  that  law  to  my  mind  is  a  bad  one  which,  for 
the  public  benefit,  inflicts  loss  on  an  individual  without 
compensation.  But  further,  with  great  respect,  I  think 
this  consideration  misapplied  in  this  and  in  many  other 
cases.  The  public  consists  of  all  the  individuals  of  it, 
and  a  thing  is  only  for  the  public  benefit  when  it  is  pro- 
ductive of  good  to  those  individuals  on  the  balance  of 
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loss  and  gain  to  alL     So  that  if  all  the  loss  and  all  the        1862. 
gain  were  borne  and  received  by  one  individual,  he  on      baxvokd 
the  whole  would  be  a  gainer.     But  whenever  this  is  the      tubvlet. 
case,— whenever  a  thing  is  for  the  public  benefit,  pro- 
perly understood; — the  loss  to  the  individuals  of  the 
public  who  lose  will  bear  compensation  out  of  the  gains 
of  those  who  gain.     It  is  for  the  public  benefit  there 
should  be  railways^  but  it  would  not  be  unless  the  gain 
of  having  the  railway  was  sufficient  to  compensate  the 
loss  occasioned  by  the  use  of  the  land  required  for  its 
ate;  and  accordingly  no  one  thinks  it  would  be  right  to 
take  an  individual's  land  without  compensation  to  make 
a  railway.  It  is  for  the  public  benefit  that  trains  should 
nin,  but  not  unless  they  pay  their  expences.     If  one  of 
those  expences  is  the  bumiug  down  of  a  wood  of  such 
value  that  the  railway  owners  would  not  run  the  train 
and  bum  down  the  wood  if  it  were  their  own,  neither  is 
it  for  the  public  benefit  they  should  if  the  wood  is  not 
their  own.     If,  though  the  wood  were  their  own^  they 
still  would  find  it  compensated  them  to  run  trains  at  the 
cost  of  burning  the  wood^  then  they  obviously  ought  to 
compensate  the  owner  of  such  wood^  not  being  them- 
selves, if  they  bum  it  down  in  making  their  gains.     So 
in  like  way  in  this  case  a  money  value  indeed  cannot 
easQy  he  put  on  the  plaintiff's  loss,  but  it  is  equal  to 
some  number  of  pounds  or  pence,  10/.,  50/.  or  what  not : 
unless  the  defendant's  profits  are  enough  to  compensate 
this,  I  deny  that  it  is  for  the  public  benefit  he  should  do 
what  he  has  done ;  if  they  are,  he  ought  to  compensate. 
The  only  objection  I  can  see  to  thin  reasoning  is,  that 
by  injunction  or  by  abatement  of  the  nuisance  a  man  who 
would  not  accept  a  pecuniary  compensation  might  put 
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1862.  &  ''top  ^0  works  of  great  value,  and  much  more  than 
Bamfobd  enough  to  compensate  him.  This  ol^ection,  however,  is 
TuRHLBT  comparatively  of  small  practical  importance;  it  may  be 
that  the  law  ought  to  be  amended,  and  some  means  be 
provided  to  legalise  such  cases,  as  I  believe  is  the  case  in 
some  foreign  countries  on  giving  compensation;  but  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion  that,  though  the  present  law  may  be 
defective,  it  would  be  much  worse,  and  be  unjust  and 
inexpedient,  if  it  permitted  such  power  of  inflicting  loss 
and  damage  to  individuak,  without  compensation,  as  is 
claimed  by  the  argument  for  the  defendant. 

Since  the  decision  of  Hole  v.  Barlow  (a),  claims  have 
been  made  to  poison  and  foul  rivers,  and  to  bum  up  and 
devastate  land,  on  the  ground  of  public  benefit.  I  am 
aware  that  case  did  not  decide  so  much,  but  I  have  a 
difficulty,  for  the  reasons  I  have  mentioned,  in  saying 
that  what  has  been  so  contended  for  does  not  follow  from 
the  principles  enunciated  in  that  case. 

If  we  look  to  analogous  cases  I  find  nothing  to  coun- 
tenance the  defendant's  contention.  A  riparian  owner 
cannot  take  water  for  the  public  benefit ;  he  cannot  foul 
it  for  the  public  benefit,  if  to  the  prejudice  of  another 
owner.  A  common  cannot  be  enclosed  on  such  principle. 
A  window,  the  fee  simple  of  which  is  5«.,  cannot  be 
stopped  up  by  a  building  worth  1,000,000/.,  of  the  great- 
est public  benefit,  nor  a  way.  The  windows  of  such  a 
house  might  be  blocked  firom  light  and  air,  however 
contrary  that  might  be  to  the  public  benefit 

It  is  true  that  a  man's  character  may  be  unjustly 
attacked  in  some  cases  without  remedy.  But  we  ought 
to  follow  the  rule,  not  the  exception;  and  that  that  is 

(fl)  4  C.  B.  K  8,  334. 
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an  esus^on  and  anomalous  cannot  be  doubted.  It  is  1862. 
shewn  by  sndi  instances  as  I  have  put,  and  by  this : —  bamford 
if  a  man  sees  another  apparently  committing  a  felony, 
he  is  bound  by  law  to  prevent  it  if  the  man  is  really 
committing  it;  but  if  it  turns  out  that  no  felony  is  being 
committed,  the  arrest  of  sudi  a  man  would  be  an  assault 
and  Mae  impriscmment 

As  to  the  somewhat  remote  illustration  of  taking  a 
man's  land  in  case  of  foreign  invasion,  it  is  said  that  is 
a  case  of  necessity ;''  but  it  can  hardly  be  a  '' necessity" 
to  bum  bricks  on  the  defendants  land,  to  the  nuisance  of 
the  plaintiff,  without  compensation. 

I  ooniess  then  I  can  see  no  reason  or  principle  in  the 
defendant's  contention. 

With  the  greatest  respect  for  those  who  decided  Hole 
V.  Barlow  (a),  I  cannot,  for  the  reasons  I  have  given, 
agree  with  it.  That  case  reminds  me  strongly  of 
what  the  late  Lord  Denman  said,  that  he  suspected  a 
case  veiy  much  when  he  found  it  continually  quoted 
immediately  after  its  decision ;  and  certainly  Hole  v. 
Barhw  has  been  so  quoted,  and  defences  made  on  its 
authority  which  never  would  have  been  thought  of  before 
it  appeared.  It  stands  alone.  It  is  practically  opposed 
to  cases  of  daily  occurrence,  where  such  a  point  might 
have  been  made  and  was  not.  I  have  a  difficulty  in 
puttmg  a  meaning  on  the  words  "  convenient,  reasonable 
&nd  proper,''  as  there  used.  '^  Convenient,  reasonable 
and  proper"  as  regards  the  sufferer?  No.  *' Convenient, 
reasonable  and  proper"  as  regards  the  defendant?  That 
cumot  be,  as  that  might  place  the  nuisance  close  to  the 
plaintiff,  to  the  entire  loss  of  the  power  of  dwelling  in 

(a)  4  e.  B.  N.  8.  334, 
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1862.  bis  house.  ''Convenient,  reasonable  and  proper''  as 
Bamfoed  between  the  two  ?  Then  the  nuisance  may  kwfiiDy  be 
ToBHUET.  8'^*®r,  as  the  defendant's  premises  are  smaller  and  so 
bis  kiln  must  be  nearer.  "  Conyenient,  reasonable  and 
proper"  as  regards  the  public  good  ?  That  I  have  already 
dealt  with.  These  words  are  perfectly  intelligible  when 
applied  to  such  nuisances  as  would  form  the  common 
and  ordinary  use  of  land,  &&  See  the  comments  on 
the  case  by  Mr.  JF.  H.  miles  in  his  edition  of  Gale  on 
EcLsemenU,  p.  409,  note.  It  is  countenanced  by  the  pas- 
sage from  Comyruf  Digest^  tit.  Action  upon  the  Case  for 
a  Nuuance  (C.)  alone,  which  is  contradicted  in  the  same 
book,  and  is  sufficiently  dealt  with  by  the  judgment  of 
my  brother  Williams. 

In  the  result,  then,  I  think  it  should  be  overruled,— 
which  practically  is  the  question  here;  and  that  our 
judgment  should  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  entered  for 
the  plaintiff  for  40f  .  (a). 

(a)   The  parties  afterwardfi  agreed  to  enter  a  stet  procesBus. 
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IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.         ?*'^^' 


June  IS 


Tamyaco  and  others  against  Lucas  and  others.  Vendor  and 

vendee. 
Construction 
The  defendftnts  had  become  responsible,  as  del  credere  agents,  for  the  of  contract, 
purchase  of  a  cargo  of  wheat  of  from  1800  to  2000  quarters,  to  be  "Payment  in 
shipped  at  the  price  of  50».  per  quarter  free  on  board  at  Taaanrog^  '*  and  exchange  for 
inctoding  freight  and  insurance  to  any  safe  port  in  the  United  King-  shipping    ^^ 
dooL.'*   *' Payment  cash  in  London  in  exchange  for  shipping  documents."  d4)cument8, 
PUustifi  tendered  the  following  shipping  d^uments  of  a  carso  answer- 
ing the  desoiptaon  in  the  contract :  a  charterparty ;  a  bill  of  uding  and 
pnninooal  iuToice,  in  both  of  which  the  cargo  was  stated  to  be  1850 
qxurten,  at  50l8.  per  quarter,  4626^.,  less  freight,  at  10)9.  9c/.  per  quarter, 
lOOI/l  lOt. ;  and  a  policy  of  insurance  effected  on  the  car^  Tsiued  at 
36001.    On  behalf  of  the  plaintiflfs  evidence  was  giTon,  which  was  not 
eoDtndicted,  that  the  policy  tendered  was  sufficient  toprotect  the  interest 
of  the  shipper  Of  the  cargo  at  the  time  of  shipment.    Li  an  action  against 
thedefenoants  for  not  paying  or  procuring  from  their  principal  payment 
of  the  price  of  tiie  cargo,  they  pleaded  that  plaintiffs  were  not  ready  and 
viDiog  to  tender,  nor  did  they  tender,  "  the  usual  shipping  documents" 
uoonhng  to  the  contract:   Held,  that  whether  the  plamti£&  had  so 
tendered  was  a  question  for  the  jury. 

T^HE  defendants  having  appealed  against  the  decision 
of  the  Conrt  in  this  case>  reported  toL  1,  p.  185^  the 
appeal  was  now  heard  before  Erlb  C.  J.^  Pollock  C.  B.^ 
WnuAHs^  WiLLEs  and  Btlbs  J  J.^  and  Martin  and 
Channell  BB. 


The  Gonrt,  at  the  outset,  remarked  that  new  facts, 
which  were  not  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  Court 
below,  had  been  introduced  into  the  case,  and  declared 
their  intention  to  disregard  them. 

Honyman  (Mathew  with  him),  for  the  defendants, 
vgned  that  the  policy  of  insurance  in  this  case,  being  a 
written  document,  the  construction  of  it  was  for  the 
Court;  and  that  the  term  insurance  meant  indemnity 
^^gainst  loss,  for  which  purpose  the  policy  tendered  was 
not  sufficient. 
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1862. 


Tavyaco 

V. 
LUCAB. 


Watkin  WilUams  {Montague  Smith  with  him)^  for  the 
plaintiffs^  were  not  called  on. 

The  Court  said  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 
Whether  the  delivery  of  such  documents  as  were  here 
delivered  was  a  compliance  with  the  contract  to  deliver  the 
shipping  documents  was  not  a  question  of  law,  but  of 
fact,  which  had  been  determined  by  the  jury  against  the 
defendants. 

J  udgment  affirmed. 


June  19th. 

Covenant 
running  mth 
the  reversion. 
Executor. 
Entry  of 
Judgment, 


Gorton  against  Gregory,  executor  of  Hall. 

A.,  by  indenture,  demised  to  B,  for  a  term  of  yean  "  eertain  print 
and  bleach  works  and  other  premises,  with  certain  articles,  matters  snd 
thin^  specified  in  a  schedule  thereunder  written,"  and  it  was  agreed 
that  it  should  be  lawful  for  B.,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns, 
during  the  continuance  of  the  term,  to  "renew,  reinstate,  replace  and  sab-| 
Btitute  by  new  or  improved  articles,  matters  and  things,  any  of  the  articles, 
matters  and  things  mentioned  and  specified  in  the  schedule  which  mifht 
become  worn  oat,  damaged,  destroyed,  rendered  useless  or  supeneded 
by  improved  machineiy,  and  for  any  of  the  purposes  aforesaid  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  such  articles,  matters  and  things  as  should  so  become  worn 
out,  damaged,  destroyed,  &c^  and  retain  the  money  arising  by  any  snch 
sale  or  sales  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit;  and  also  to 
purchase  any  new  or  additional  artides,  matters  and  things  which  be  or 
they  might  require  to  be  used  in  his  or  their  trade  of  a  cahco  printer  and 
bleacher,  and  also  to  make  any  improvements  in  and  upon  the  works 
and  preniises ;  and  at  the  end  or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  term 
of  ten  years  thereby  granted  thereof,  the  articles,  matters  and  thine* 
mentioned  and  specified  in  the  schedule,  or  such  of  diem  as  should 
then  remain  and  be  in  and  upon  the  demised  premises,  and  also  aU 
substitute  or  renewed  articles  and  things,  and  also  all  improvements 
and  additional  articles  and  things  which  might  have  been  purchased  by 
B.t  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  and  used  by  him  or  them 
in  or  upon  the  demised  premises  in  his  or  their  trade  or  business  of  a 
calico^  printer  and  bleacher,  or  any  other  trade,  should  be  valued  and 
appraised."  A.  died  during  the  term,  having  appointed  &c.  his  execator, 
and  devised  to  him  the  reversion  in  the  premises,  and  the  artides. 
matters  and  things  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  term  at  the 
time  of  his  decease :  Held,  that  this  covenant  did  not  run  with  the  re- 
version, and  therefore  that  B.  having,  in  an  action  against  the  executor 
of  A.f  recovered  the  amount  of  tiie  appraisement  and  nis  costs,  judgment 
de  bonis  propriis  was  erroneous,  and  that  it  ought  to  be  entered  "  de  boni* 
testaloris,  et  si  non  de  bonis  propriis." 


XXV.  VICTORIA.  91 

1862. 


THE  declaratioii  allied  that  the  plaintiff^  Thomas      gobtoh 
Chrtan,  sued  John  Hall  for  that,  by  an  indenture     grkoobt. 
made  the  8th  March,  1851^  between  one  Richard  Hall 
of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintifF  of  the  other  part, 
certam  print  and  bleach  works  and  other  premises  in 
the  said  indenture  particularly  mentioned  and  described, 
wiA  certain  articles,  matters  and  things  mentioned 
and  specified  in  a  schedule  thereunder  written,  were 
demised  by  Richard  HaU  to  the  plaintiff  for  certain 
tenns  in  the  indenture  in  that  behalf  mentioned  and 
now  expired.     And  by  the  indenture  it  was  provided 
and  declared   and  agreed,  by  and  between  the  said 
parties  thereto,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  plain- 
tiff, his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  and  he 
and  they  were  thereby  authorized  and  empowered  from 
time  to  time  during  the  continuance  of  the  terms  to 
renew,  reinstate,  replace  and  substitute,  by  new  or 
improred  articles,  matters  and  things,  any  of  the  arti- 
cles, matters  and  things  mentioned  and  specified  in 
the  schedule  which  might  become  worn  out,  damaged, 
destroyed,  rendered  useless  or  superseded  by  improved 
machinery,  and  for  any  of  the  purposes  aforesaid  to 
sell  and  dispose  of  such  articles,  matters  and  things 
as  should  so  become  worn  out,  damaged,  destroyed, 
&c.,  and  retain  the  money  arising  by  any  such  sale  or 
sales  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit ;  and 
also  to  purchase  any  new  or  additional  articles,  matters 
and  things  which  he  or  they  might  require  to  be  used 
in  his  or  their  trade  of  a  calico  printer  and  bleacher, 
and  also  to  make  any  improvements  in  and  upon  the 
works  and  premises  not  exceeding  the  value  of  600J1; 
and  all  which  renewed,  &c.  articles,  matters  and  things. 
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1862.        and  also  the  said  improvements,  should  be  included 
0^^^       and  taken  into  account  in  the  valuation  and  appraise- 
ment to  be  made  as  thereinafter  mentioned  and  pro- 
vided for  Slc.  ;  and  it  was  also  provided  &c.,  that  at  the 
end  or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  term  of  ten 
years    thereby  granted  thereof,  the  articles,  matters 
and  things  mentioned  and  specified  in  the  schedule, 
or  such  of  them  as  should  then  remain  and  be  in  and 
upon  the  demised  premises,  and  also  all  substituted 
or  renewed  articles  and  things,  and  also  all  improve- 
ments not  exceeding  the  value  of  500/.,  and  additional 
articles  and  things  which  might  have  been  purchased 
by  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns, 
and  used   by  him  or  them  in  or  upon  the  demised 
premises  &c.  in  his  or  their  trade  or  business  of  a  calico 
printer  and  bleacher,  or  any  other  trade,  should  be 
valued  and  appraised  by  two  indifferent  persons,  one  of 
them  to  be  nominated  and  appointed  by  and  on  behalf 
of  Richard  Hall,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators 
or  assigns,  and  the  other  to  be  nominated  and  ap- 
proved by  and  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  his  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns;  and  that  in  case  such  two 
persons  so  to  be  nominated  and  appointed  should  not 
agree  in  the  estimate  or  value  of  the  articles,  matters 
and  things  mentioned  and  specified  in  the  schedule, 
or  such  of  them   as  should  then  remain  and  be  in 
and  upon  the  demised  premises  &c.,  and  of  such  sub- 
stituted or  renewed  and  additional  articles  and  things 
the  same  should  be  valued  and  appraised  by  such  one 
indifferent  person  as  the  first  two  nominees  should 
for  that   purpose    appoint    umpire  in  the  premises: 
and  it  was  further  declared  and  agreed,  &c.,  that  in 
case  the  amount  of  such  valuation  and  appraisement 
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should  be  under  or  less  than  the  value  at  the  date  1862. 
of  the  indenture  of  the  articles,  matters  and  things  Gobtom  ~^ 
mentioned  and  specified  in  the  schedule^  to  wit,  the  geboobt. 
sum  of  4588/.,  after  deducting  from  the  last  men- 
tioned sum  a  £Edr  and  reasonable  allowance  upon  the 
amount  thereof  for  the  depreciation  of  the  articles, 
matters  and  things  by  ordinary  wear  and  tear  during 
the  term  of  ten  years,  then  and  in  such  case  the 
plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  should 
and  would  within  one  calendar  month  next  after  the 
amount  thereof  should  be  so  ascertained,  pay  unto 
Richard  Hall,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  such  sum  of  money 
as  should  be  so  ascertained  to  be  the  difference  between 
the  amount  of  the  value  at  the  date  of  the  indenture, 
after  such  deduction  for  wear  and  tear,  and  the  amount 
of  sadi  valuation  and  appraisement;  but  in  case  the 
amount  of  such  valuation  and  appraisement  should 
exceed  the  sum  of  4588/.,  after  making  such  deduction 
therefirom  for  wear  and  tear,  then  and  in  such  case 
Bichard  Hall,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns,  should  and  would,  within  one  calendar  month 
next  after  the  ascertainment  thereof,  pay  unto  the 
plamtiff,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  the 
amount  of  the  excess  beyond,  or  difference  between, 
die  value  at  the  date  of  the  indenture  after  such 
deduction  for  wear  and  tear,  and  the  amount  of  such 
valuation  and  appraisement.  The  declaration  then 
allied  that  afterwards,  and  during  the  continuance 
of  the  terms,  Richard  Hall  died,  having,  by  his  last 
will  and  testament  appointed  the  defendant  executor 
thereof,  and  having  thereby  devited  and  bequeathed  the 
several  reversions  of  and  in  the  demised  premises  and 
articles,  matters  and  things,  expectant  on  the  determi- 
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1862.  nation  of  the  several  tenns  of  years  at  the  time  of 
GoBTOM  ^®  death  of  Richard  Hall  to  the  defendant :  and 
Gbbooet.  ^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^®  ^^"^  ^^  ^^'^  years  the  plaintifif 
nominated  and  appointed  one  G.  G.  on  his  behalf, 
and  the  defendant  nominated  and  appointed  one  T. 
M.  P.  on  his  behalf,  as  two  indifferent  persons  to  make 
such  valoation  and  appraisement  as  aforesaid  of  the  arti- 
cles, matters  and  things  specified  in  the  schedule,  or  such 
of  them  as  then  remained  and  were  in  and  upon  the 
demised  premises,  and  ako  all  substituted  or  renewed 
articles  and  things,  and  also  all  improyements  not  ex- 
ceeding the  value  of  500/.,  and  additional  articles  and 
things  which  had  been  purchased  by  the  plaintiff  and 
used  by  him  in  or  upon  the  demised  premises,  &c.,  in 
his  trade  or  business.  It  then  stated  that  O.  G.  and 
T.  M.  F.  entered  upon  such  valuation  and^praisement, 
but  did  not  agree  in  the  estimate  or  value  of  the 
articles,  matters  and  things  mentioned  and  specified 
in  the  schedule,  or  such  of  them  as  then  remained 
and  were  in  and  upon  the  demised  premises  &&,  and 
of  such  substituted  or  renewed  and  additional  articles 
and  things  as  aforesaid,  and  thereupon  duly  appointed 
one  G.  B*,  being  an  indifferent  person,  umpire  in  the 
premises,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the 
indenture  in  that  behalf;  that  G.  B.,  as  such  lunpire, 
did  value  and  appraise  the  articles,  matters  and  things 
mentioned  and  specified  in  the  schedule,  or  such  of 
them  as  at  the  end  of  the  term  of  ten  years  remained 
and  were  in  and  upon  the  demised  premises,  and 
such  substituted  or  renewed  and  additional  articles 
and  things  as  aforesaid,  and  all  other  articles,  matters 
and  things  to  be  so  valued  and  appraised,  and  did 
value,  estimate  and  appraise  the  same  as  follows,  bv 
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and  in  a  valuation  or  appraiiement  in  writing  (that  1862. 
is  to  saj)y  such  of  the  artides^  matters  and  things  gortom 
specified  in  the  sdiednle  as  at  the  end  of  the  term  q^s^oet. 
of  ten  years  remained  and  were  in  and  upon  the 
demised  premises,  and  all  substituted  or  renewed 
articles  and  things,  at  the  sum  of  8627/.  17m.  lid. :  im- 
prorements  at  the  sum  of  167/.  10c ;  and  additional 
artides  and  things  purchased  bj  the  plaintiff  and  used 
by  him  in  or  upon  the  demised  premises,  at  the  sum 
of  3442. 15«.  j  making  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  4190iL 
2i.  Ud. :  that  G.  B.  did  thereby  further  certify  that  he 
considered  the  sum  of  1538/.  was  a  fair  and  reasonable 
aDowanee  for  depreciation  of  the  articles,  matters  and 
things  specified  in  the  schedule  by  ordinary  wear  and 
tear  during  the  term  of  ten  years,  to  be  deducted 
from  the  sum  of  4588/.,  the  yalue  at  the  date  of  the 
lease  of  such  articles,  matters  and  things.  The  decla- 
ntiaa  then  averred  that  the  sum  of  1588JL  was  a 
fair  and  reasonable  allowance  upon  the  amount  of 
i5882L  for  the  depreciation  of  the  articles,  matters  and 
things  ^ecified  in  the  schedule,  by  ordinary  wear 
and  tear  during  the  term  of  ten  years :  together  with 
the  fblfilment  of  all  conditions,  &c.,  necessary  to  entitle 
him  to  be  paid  the  sum  of  1140/.  2$.  ll^/.,  being  the 
amount  of  the  difference  between  the  yalue  at  the  date 
of  the  indenture  of  the  articles,  matters  and  things 
spedfied  in  the  schedule,  afler  making  such  deduction 
therefrom  for  wear  and  tear,  and  the  amount  of  such 
valuation  and  appraisement :  alleging  as  a  breach  the 
non-payment  of  that  sum^  &c. 
The  defendant  pleaded : 

1.  That  the  deed  in  the  declaration  mentioned  was 
not  the  deed  of  Richard  Hall 

2.  A  trayerse  of  the  umpirage  of  G.  B. 
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1862.  3.  That  the  exoeas  beyond  or  difference  between  the 

GoEToa       value  at  the  date  of  the  indenture,  after  such  deduction 

G&BooET.      ^  ^  ^^^  declaration  mentioned  in  that  behalf,  for  wear 

and  tear,  and  the  amount  of  the  yalue  and  appraisement 

in  the  declaration  alao  mentioned,  was  not  ascertained 

before  the  commencement  of  this  suit. 

4  That  the  sum  of  16382.,  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, was  not  nor  is  a  fidr  and  reasonable  allowance 
upon  the  amount  of  65882.  for  the  depreciation  of  the 
articles,  matters  and  things  specified  in  the  schedule 
by  ordinary  wear  and  tear  during  the  term  of  ten 
years. 

Issue  on  all  the  pleas. 

The  case  was  tried,  and  the  jury  having  found  for  the 
plaintiff  on  all  the  issues,  with  1140Z.  2s.  lid.  damages 
and  40s.  costs,  judgment  was  signed  as  follows : 

"  Therefore  it  is  considered  that  the  plaintiff  do  recover 
against  the  defendant  the  said  moneys  by  the  jurors 
aforesaid,  in  form  aforesaid,  assessed,  and  also  180/.  Ss.  Id. 
for  his  costs  of  suit  by  the  Court  here  adjudged,  of 
increase  to  the  plaintiff,  which  said  moneys  and  costs  in 
the  whole  amount  to  13222.  llf."    ^ 

The  now  defendant,  executor  of  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  John  Hall,  deceased,  alleged  error  in  the 
above  record  and  proceedings. 

Joinder  in  error. 

MelKsh  {Spinht  Serjt.  with  him),  for  the  defendant.— 
The  entry  of  judgment  de  bonis  propriis  is  erroneous,  but 
may  be  amended.  In  Spencer^s  Case  (a)  the  law  is  laid 
down  thus :  '^  If  a  man  leases  sheep  or  other  stock  of 
cattle,  or  any  other  personal  goods  for  any  time,  and  the 

(a)  5  Co.  16,  Re9ol,  3;  1  Smith  L.  C.  36. 
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lessee  ooTcnants  for  him  and  his  assigns  at  the  end  of  1862. 
the  time  to  deliver  the  like  cattle  or  goods  as  good  as  qoktor 
the  things  letten  were,  or  such  price  for  them;  and  the  gbkooet. 
lessee  assigns  the  sheep  over,  this  covenant  shall  not 
bmd  the  assignee,  for  it  is  but  a  personal  contract,  and 
WBDts  such  privity  as  is  between  the  lessor  and  leasee 
and  his  assigns  of  the  land  in  respect  of  the  reversion. 
Bat  ia  the  case  of  a  lease  of  personal  goods  there  is  not 
anj  privity,  nor  any  reversion,  but  merely  a  thing  in 
action  in  the  personalty,  which  cannot  bind  any  but  the 
coYenantor,  his  executors,  or  administrators,  who  repre- 
sent him.  The  same  law,  if  a  man  demises  a  house  and 
land  for  years,  with  a  stock  or  sum  of  money  rendering 
rent,  and  the  lessee  covenants  for  him,  his  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  to  deliver  the  stock  or  sum  of 
numej  at  the  end  of  the  term,  yet  the  assignee  shall  not 
be  chaiged  with  this  covenant :  for  although  the  rent  re* 
aenred  was  increased  in  respect  of  the  stock  or  sum,  yet 
the  rent  did  not  issue  out  of  the  stock  or  sum,  but  out  of 
Uie  land  only ;  and  therefore  as  to  the  stock  or  sum  the 
oorenant  is  personal,  and  shall  bind  the  covenantor,  his 
executors  and  administrators,  and  not  his  assignee :  and 
it  is  not  certain  that  the  stock  or  sum  will  come  to  the 
assignee's  hands,  for  it  may  be  wasted.''  Here  was  the 
demise  of  a  manufactory  with  certain  ^'  articles,  matters 
and  things,'*  and  it  is  impossible  to  contend  that  those 
words  do  not  include  "  goods  and  chattels."  In  2  fVilHamt 
OH  Executors,  1788,  6th  ed«,  it  is  said,  '^Whenever  the 
ai^ion  against  an  executor  or  administrator  can  only  be 
supported  against  him  in  that  character,  and  he  pleads 
any  plea  which  admits  that  he  has  acted  as  such,  (except 
a  release  to  himself)  the  judgment  against  him  must  be, 
that  the  plaintiff  do  recover  the  debt  and  coats  to  be 

▼OL.  III.  H  B.   &  8. 
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1862.        levied  out  of  the  assets  of  the  testator,  if  the  defendant 
qq„q^       have  80  much,  hut  if  not,  then  the  costs  out  of  the 
OBiooBt       defendants  own  goods:  otherwise,  the  judgment  will  be 
erroneous/' 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  plaintiff. 

Eblb  J.  This  is  an  action  of  covenant  against  the 
executor  of  Richard  Hall  Richard  Hall  was  the  land- 
lord, and  the  plaintiff  was  tenant  to  him  of  certain 
print  and  bleach  works  and  other  premises,  with  certain 
articles,  matters  and  things  mentioned  in  a  schedule  to 
the  indenture. 

There  was  a  covenant  to ''  renew,  reinstate,  replace  and 
substitute,  by  new  or  improved  articles,  matters  and 
things,  any  of  the  articles,  matters  and  things  mentioned 
and  specified  in  the  schedule  which  might  become  worn 
out,  damaged,  destroyed,  rendered  useless  or  superseded 
by  improved  machinery,  and  for  any  of  the  purposes 
aforesaid  to  sell  and  dispose  of  such  articles,  matters  and 
things  as  should  so  become  worn  out,  damaged,  de- 
stroyed, &c.,  and  retain  the  money  arising  by  any  such 
sale  or  sales  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit^ 
and  also  to  purchase  any  new  or  additional  articles, 
matters  and  things  which  he  or  they  might  require  to 
be  used  in  his  or  their  trade  of  a  calico  printer  and 
bleacher,  and  also  to  make  any  improvements  in  and 
upon  the  works  and  premises.''  And  then  there  was 
a  covenant  that  "  at  the  end  or  other  sooner  determi* 
nation  of  the  term  of  ten  years  thereby  granted  thereof, 
the  articles,  matters  and  things  mentioned  and  speci- 
fied in  the  schedule,  or  such  of  them  as  should 
then  remain   and  be  in   and  upon  the  demised  pre- 
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inises,  and  also  all  substituted  or  renewed  articles  and        IB62. 

things,  and  also  all  improvements  and  additional  articles   ""gortoT" 

and  things  which  might  have  been  purchased  by  the     q^^qq^j 

plaintiff^  his  executors^  administrators  or  assigns^  and 

med  hj  him   or  them  in  or  upon  the  demised  pre- 

iaises  &x;.^  in  his  or  their  trade  or  business  of  a  calico 

printer  and  bleacher,  or  any  other  trade,  should  be  valued 

and  appraised ;''   and  if  the  amount  of  the  valuation 

sboald  be  less  than  the  value  of  the  goods  on  the  pre^ 

miaes  at  the  date  of  the  indenture,  the  landlord  was  to 

pay  the  excess,  but  if  less  than  that  amount,  then  the 

tenant  was  to  pay  the  landlord. 

The  term  has  come  to  an  end.  The  landlord  is  dead, 
and  the  plaintiff  has  recovered  judgment  and  execution 
against  the  defendant,  who  is  his  executor,  on  the 
ground  that  the  things  brought  on  the  premises  by  the 
plaintiff  exceeded  the  value  of  the  articles  which  were 
npon  the  premises  at  the  time  when  he  took  them. 

I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  covenant  does  not 
ran  with  the  reversion,  but  that  the  defendant  is  liable 
as  executor,  seeing  that  the  covenant  relates  principally 
to  chattels  ou  the  premises ;  and  the  words  "  articles, 
matters  and  things''  indicate  moveable  chattels,  which 
niight  be  replaced.  The  judgment  therefore  should  be 
entered  against  the  defendant,  as  executor.  But  the 
judgment  before  us  makes  him  liable  de  bonis  propriis, 
and  should  be  amended  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by 
my  brother  fFiUiams  in  the  passage  which  has  been  dted.    . 

Willis  J.    It  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  chattels 

here  spoken  of  are  confined  to  fixtures.    If  they  had 

l)cen,  the  covenant  would  have  run  with  the  land,  for 

the  lease  provides  that  the  tenant  is  to  make  improve- 

H  2 
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1862.  meats  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  500/.j  a  covenant 
GoRTOH  which  wonld  dearly  relate  to  the  land  itself.  But  the 
Gbxgobt  ooyenant  is  also  to  purchase  any  new  articles,  matters, 
and  things,  in  substitution  of  those  mientioned  in  the 
schedule  which  might  be  worn  out,  so  that  the  covenant 
relates  not  only  to  improvements  in  the  land,  but  to 
new  articles  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  the  trade  of 
the  person  to  whom  the  land  is  let. 

Btlks  J.  and  Channell  B.  concurred* 

Judgment  amended  aocordingly. 


jine^  NiCHOLL  and  others  against  Allen. 

For  the  report  of  this  case  see  vol.  1,  jk  934. 


MEMORANDUM. 

In  the  case  of  Edwin  John  James,  Esq.,  Q.  C,  who 
was  disbarred  by  the  Benchers  of  the  Honourable 
Society  of  the  Inner  Temple  in  Trinity  Vacation,  1861, 
(see  voL  1,  p.  640,)  the  Queen,  by  letters  patent  under 
the  Great  Seal  of  the  United  Kingdom,  determined  the 
letters  patent  whereby  he  was  appointed  one  of  Her 
Majesty's  counsel  learned  in  the  law,  and  removed  and 
discharged  him  from  that  ofSce. 

END   OF   TRINITY  VACATION. 


CASES  _i8e2. 

ARGUED  AMD  DETERMINED 

nr 

THE  QUEEN'S  BENCH, 

IN 

MICHAELMAS   TERM, 

XXVI.  VICTORIA. 


The  Judges  who  usually  sat  in  Banc  in  this 
Term  were : 

COCKBURN  C.  J.         I  BlACXBURN  J. 

WlOHTHAN  J.  MeLLOR  J. 


Woods  and  Others  against  Dean.  Wedn$9day, 

In  m  action  by  indorsee  aeainst  indoner,  it  appeared  that  the  defend-  ^m  of  ex* 

iDt,  upon  being  told  that  uie  holders  of  the  bill  were  about  to  take  change. 

pRX'eedings  against  him  on  it,  said  that  he  would  ^v  the  bill  if  time  jfotice  of  dii- 

to  pty  it  were  given  him :  Held  evidence  from  wluch  the  jury  might  ]^onour. 

infer  that  he  hi^  waived  the  right  to  notice  of  dishonour.  Waiver. 

THIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiffs  as 
indorsees  and  holders  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn 
by  John  Young  tf  Co.,  on  the  6th  March,  1861,  upon 
Messrs.  L.  jr  M.  Cooke,  for  lOSL  17«.  6d.,  payable  four 
months  after  date,  against  the  defendant  as  indorser. 
The  first  count  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  due  notice 
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1862.       of  dishonour.    The  second  count  alleged  ''that  the  de- 

Woods       fendant  waived  his  right  to  and  exonerated  and  discharged 

dIjln        ^^®  indorsee  and  holder  of  the  said  bill  when  it  became 

due,  and  the  plaintiffs,  from  giving  to  the  defendant  due 

notice  of  the  said  dishonour/' 

Second  plea  to  the  first  count  traversed  due  notice  of 
dishonour.     Ninth  plea  to  the  second  count  traversed 
the  waiver  of  dishonour. 
Issues  thereon. 

On  the  trial,  before  Mellor  J.,  at  the  last  Summer 
Assizes  at  Durham,  it  appeared  that,  after  previous  in- 
dorsements, the  bill  was  indorsed  by  the  defendant  to 
John  Young  jr  Co.,  and  by  them  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  were 
bankers  at  Sunderland.  On  the  16th  April,  1861, 
Messrs.  Cooke,  the  acceptors,  executed  an  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors,  and  on  the  8th  May, 
1861,  were  adjudicated  bankrupts  upon  the  petition  of 
the  defendant  Messrs.  Young  were  aware  of  this  fact, 
and  that  the  bill  given  by  Messrs.  Cooke  woiild  not  be 
met.  A  few  days  before  the  bill  became  due,  they  wrote 
to  the  defendant  as  follows  : 

.  '*  180,  High  Street, 
"Mr.  fF.  H.  Dean,  "  West  Sunderland, 

"  Durham,  "  July  8d,  1861. 

"  Deair  Sir, — We  beg  to  remind  you  that  the  draft  of 
Messrs.  L.  Sf  M.  Cooke,  value  108/.  17x.  6^.,  is  due  on 
the  9th  inst.  at  Messrs.  Barclay  jr  Co.,  London.  As  this 
draft  was  guaranteed  and  indorsed  by  you  in  our  favour 
for  Messrs.  L.  tf  M.  Cooke,  you  may  think  it  desirable 
to  protect  it  from  being  returned. 

"  Yours  respectfully, 
"  per  proc.  John  Young  %  Co. 

A.  W.  PhilUpB." 


u 
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The  biD  became  due  on  the  9th  July,  and  was  dis-  1862. 
honoared.  On  the  15th  July  Messrs.  Young  wrote  a  woods 
letter  to  Messrs.  Cooke,  stating  that  their  acceptance  d^^ 
guaranteed  by  the  defendant's  indorsement  was  returned 
^hoDoured^  and  was  then  in  the  hand  of  the  plaintiffs^ 
and  inqmring  whether  the  defendant  intended  to  pay 
them.  On  the  20th  July  a  letter  was  written  to  the 
defendant  by  Messrs.  Wright,  attorneys^  applying  for 
payment  of  the  amount  of  the  bill  which  had  been  dis- 
hononred,  and  stating  that  if  the  amotmt,  with  expenses, 
vas  not  paid  on  or  before  the  23d  inst.  they  were  in- 
strocted  to  take  proceedings  for  the  recovery  thereof 
Jchn  Young  was  called,  and  stated  that  on  the  23d  July 
he  had  an  interview  with  the  defendant  in  reference  to  the 
bill^  in  which  he  told  the  defendant  that  the  plaintifis 
were  about  to  take  proceedings  against  him  for  the  reco- 
Teiy  of  the  bill,  and  asking  him  what  he  was  going  to  do 
about  it.  The  defendant  said  that  he  would  pay  the  bill 
if  time  were  given  him  to  pay  it.  Young  said  he  thought 
the  plaintifib  would  give  him  time.  The  defendant  said 
it  would  be  a  convenience  to  him  to  have  time,  and  that 
he  would  write  in  two  or  three  days,  and  say  what  time 
would  suit  him.  The  defendant,  who  was  called,  stated 
that  he  did  not  receive  any  notice  of  dishonour ;  and  his 
evidence,  as  to  what  occurred  at  the  interview  on  the 
23d  July,  conflicted  with  that  given  by  Young,  On 
the  24th  the  defendant  consulted  his  attorney,  who 
wrote  to  Messrs.  Wright,  stating  that  the  defendant  had 
handed  to  them  their  letter  of  the  20th,  and  inquiring 
on  whose  behalf  they  were  acting,  and  stating  that  the 
defendant  in  his  interview  with  Young  had  dedined  to 
make  any  arrangements  until  he  had  seen  them.     It 
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1862.  was  objected  for  the  defendant  that  there  was  no  eTidenoe 
WooM  of  notice  of  dishonour.  The  learned  Judge  left  to  the 
Dmam.  i'^y  ^  **y  whether  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  waive 
the  right  to  notice  of  dishonour  by  promising  to  pay. 
The  jury  found  that  there  had  been  no  notice  of  dis- 
honour, but  that  the  defendant  had  waived  notice;  and 
a  verdict  was  thereupon  entered  for  the  plaintifEL 

Edward  James  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  of  misdirection. — Th^re  was  no  evidence  of 
any  waiver  by  the  defendant  of  his  right  to  notice,  at  any 
rate  none  before  the  bill  waa  dishonoured.  [Blackburn  J. 
In  Byles  on  Bills,  p.  279, 8th  ed.,  which  is  high  authority, 
it  is  stated  that,  ''  The  consequence  of  neglect  of  notice 
will  be  waived,  by  a  subsequent  promise  to  pay.'']  Babey 
V.  Gilbert  (a)  is  an  authority  for  that  position,  but  there 
the  admission  was  by  suffering  judgment  by  default  in 
an  action  brought  by  a  subsequent  indorsee.  [  fVightman 
J.  That  circumstance  makes  no  difference  in  the  effect 
of  the  admission.  It  is  an  established  doctrine,  that 
knowledge  that  the  bill  when  presented  will  not  he  paid 
dispenses  with  necessity  of  notice;  Cory  v.  ScoU{h). 
Is  not  the  defendant's  promise  to  pay  the  bill  conclusive 
as  against  him  that  he  had  notice  of  dishonour  ?]  The 
jury  have  negatived  the  fact  of  notice.  In  Byles  on  Bills, 
8th  ed.,  note  (/),  it  is  said,  ''  Many  of  the  cases  dted 
below  fail  in  drawing  the  distinction  between  the  effect 
of  a  promise  as  a  waiver  of  notice,  and  its  effect  as 
evidence  of  notice.''  [Blachbum  J.  referred  to  Story  on 
Bills,  s.  820.]     There  it  is  said, ''  In  general,  it  may  be 

(fl)  6  A  #•  M  53a  (6)  3  A  #  ^  619. 
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stated^  that  a  party^  who  is  once  discharged,  by  want  of  i862. 
notice,  or  other  laches,  on  the  part  of  the  holder,  is  ~~woom 
always  discharged,  and  he  cannot  be  made  again  liable,  j^^^^ 
xmless  by  his  own  voluntary  act  But ...  he  may  waive 
his  right  to  take  the  exception,  and  confirm  his  original 
obligation.  K  he  makes  such  a  waiver,  in  ignorance  of 
die  &cts,  he  will  not  be  bound  thereby.  But,  if  he 
makes  it  with  a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  &cts,  but  under 
a  mistake  of  the  law,  he  will  be  bound  thereby.  And, 
under  such  circumstances,  it  will  make  no  difference, 
whether  the  party  has  paid  the  bill  under  a  mistake  of 
law,  or  has  only  promised  to  pay  the  bill.  Indeed,  a 
promise,  by  the  party  entitled  to  notice,  to  pay  the  bill, 
is  deemed  a  full  and  complete  waiver  of  the  want  of  due 
notice  j  and  payment  of  a  part  of  the  money  due  on  the 
bill  will  have  the  same  effect  But,  then,  in  all  cases 
of  this  sort,  the  promise  must  be  unequivocal,  and 
amount  to  an  admission  of  the  right  of  the  holder ;  or 
the  act  done  must  be  of  a  nature  clearly  importing  a  Uke 
admittion  of  his  right.  If  it  be  defective  in  either 
respect,  or  if  it  be  a  conditional  offer  of  payment,  not 
accepted,  then,  and  in  such  a  case,  the  holder  has  no 
light  to  insist  upon  it  as  a  waiver.  So,  if  the  promise 
be  qualified,  it  must  be  received  with  its  quali6cations, 
and  cannot  be  insisted  upon  as  an  absolute  waiver." 
Outfy  and  Hulme  on  Bills,  9th  ed.,  p.  505-6,  is  to  the 
same  effect  In  the  present  case  the  promise  of  the 
defendant  was  conditional  only.  {^Cochburn  C.  J.  An 
admission  of  liability  is  evidence  of  a  waiver  of  the  right 
to  notice;  and  a  waiver  may  be  either  before  or  after 
the  time  when  notice  ought  to  be  given.]  The  alle- 
gation in  the  second  count  of  the  declaration  is,  that 
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1862.  ^^^  defendant  waived  his  light  to  notice  when  the  bill 
WooM  h^o^^  due.  [Afellar  J.  If  that  objection  had  been  taken 
^^-  at  the  trial  I  should  have  amended  the  declaration.] 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  think  that  there  was  strong 
eyidence  that  the  defendant  had  waived  his  right  to 
have  notice  of  dishonour ;  and  it  may  be  presumed  that 
he  waived  his  right  prior  to  the  time  when  notice  ought 
to  have  been  given. 

WioHTMAN  J.  I  am  unwilling,  by  granting  a  rale, 
to  throw  any  doubt  on  this  point.  There  was  evidence 
that  notice  of  dishonour  had  been  dispensed  with.  An 
admission  of  liability  admits  that  everything  has  been 
done  which  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  sue,  and  therefore 
admits  that  notice  of  dishonour  had  been  waived. 

Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
that,  after  the  authorities  of  the  text  books.  Story  en 
Bills,  s.  320,  and  Byles  on  Bills,  8th  ed.,  pp.  279,  281, 
no  authority  being  cited  to  the  contrary,  we  ought  not 
to  grant  a  rule.  Where  a  promise  to  pay  is  made  by 
an  indorser  of  a  bill  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
and  he  is  aware  that  he  has  had  no  notice  of  dishonour, 
that»  is  equivalent  to  agreeing  that  he  will  not  take 
advantage  of  the  want  of  notice ;  in  other  words,  is  a 
waiver  of  the  right  to  notice.  I  take  this  to  be  esta- 
blished law,  subject  to  the  qualification  in  the  text 
books,  viz.  that  a  promise  to  pay  after  the  bill  has  been 
dishonoured  is  not  conclusive  evidence  of  waiver.  The 
objection  raised  on  the  form  of  the  pleadings  would  have 
been  cured  by  an  amendment. 
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Mellor   J.     At  the  trial  I  wished  to  leserre  the        1862. 


point,  being  in  some  doubt  upon  it;  but  Mr.  Maniity,        Woods 


▼. 


for  the  plaintiffs,  supposing  that  he  could  strengthen  Deaii. 
their  case  in  the  event  of  a  new  trial,  refused  to  consent. 
I  am  now  satisfied  that  I  was  right  in  acting  on  the  law 
laid  down  in  Byles  an  Bilh,  8th  ed.,  p.  279,  and  I  am 
confirmed  in  that  view  by  the  discussion  which  has 
taken  place. 

Rule  refused. 


The  Queen  against  The  Inhabitants  of  New-  Frid^, 

yovenUfer  Bih, 
CHUBCH.  


A  Innttie  pauper  bom  in  England,  whose  father,  an  Irish  man,  had  /^^  parent. 

not  gained  a  settkment  in  England,  and  whose  mother  was  not  known  BirtnaetiU-' 

to  hare  ever  gained  a  settlement,  being  above  the  age  of  sixteen,  but  ^n^^^ 

liTing  with  his  parents,  and  nnemancipated  was  remoTed  to  a  lunatic  \^  ^yj  jr(^^ 

ujhni  under  stat.  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97. :  Held,  that  an  order  for  his  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^ 
fiuiotenance  upon  the  parish  of  his  birth  was  rightly  made  under  sect  97.     * 

TTPON  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for 
the  county  of  Lancaster,  adjudging  that  the  last 
legal  settlement  of  Luke  FMey,  a  pauper  lunatic,  con- 
fined in  the  county  lunatic  asylum  at  Frestwich,  in  the 
coiinty  of  Lancaster,  was  in  the  township  of  Newchurch, 
in  the  HasUngdon  Union,  in  that  county;  and  order- 
ing the  guardians  of  the  Union  to  pay  to  the  overseers 
of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Tottington  Lower  End,  in 
the  Bttry  Union,  in  the  same  county,  and  to  the  treasurer 
of  the  asylum,  certain  sums  of  money  in  respect  of  the 
lAst  and  future  maintenance  of  the  pauper  lunatic;  the 
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1862.  Quarter  Sessioas  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the 
The  Qu»N  opinion  of  this  Court,  on  a  case  which,  after  setting  out 
inhabitintaof  *^®  ^^^^*  proceeded  as  follows:— 
Newohuroh.  £^]^  Finley,  mentioned  in  the  order,  is  the  legi- 
timate son  of  Bernard  FuUey  and  Alice  his  wife.  He 
was  bom  in  the  appellant  township  in  1888.  His  Mher, 
Bernard  Finley,  was  bom  in  the  proTince  of  LemUer,  in 
King's  County,  in  Ireland,  and  is  an  Lish  man,  never 
having  had  any  settlement  in  England  or  Wales.  Alice 
Finley  is  an  Fnylish  woman,  but  is  not  known  to  hare 
ever  gained  a  settlement.  From  Jtily,  1855,  to  the 
present  time,  Bernard  and  Alice  Finley  have  resided 
together  continuously  in  the  respondent  township  of 
Tottington  Lower  End.  From  July,  1855,  to  the  29th 
July,  1859,  Luke  Finley  resided  with  his  parents  in  that 
township.  On  the  29th  July,  1859,  Luke  Finley  being 
then  a  pauper  lunatic  chargeable  to  the  township  of 
Tottington  Lower  End,  was,  under  an  order  of  a  justice 
of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Lancaster,  made  in  pur- 
suance of  The  Lunatic  Asylums  Act,  1853,  remoyed  to 
the  lunatic  asylum  at  Prestwich,  the  same  being  one  of 
the  lunatic  asylums  for  the  county  of  Lancaster. 

From  the  29th  July,  1859  to  the  present  time,  Luke 
Finley  has  been  confined  in  the  asylum  at  Prestmich, 
and  during  the  whole  of  that  period  the  cost  of  his 
maintenance  in  the  asylum  has  been  charged  to  and 
defrayed  by  the  township  of  Tottington  Lower  End, 
Unless  the  removal  of  Luke  Finley  under  the  circum- 
stances hereinbefore  described  constituted  an  emancipa- 
tion, he  never  was  emancipated. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  that 
under  the  circumstances  herein  stated  the  order  ought 
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not  to  haye  been  made^  inasmach  as  the  place  of  biith        1862. 
of  Luke  Finley  could  not  be  held  to  be  his  last  legal    The  QueeiT 
settlement,  within  the  meaning  of  The  Lunatic  Asy-  iniintitimtsof 
lums  Act,  1853,  16  &  17  Fie/,  c.  97.  N^tchuech. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  respondents  that 
the  order  was  rightly  made. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is^  Whether 
tiie  order  was  under  the  circumstances  rightly  made. 

If  this  question  is  answered  in  the  negative^  the  order 
is  to  be  quashed;  if  in  the  affirmative^  the  order  is  to  be 
ooufirmed. 

hkJRsk  and  Hopwood,  for  the  respondents. — The  order 
in  question  was  rightly  made,  under  stat.  16  &  17  VkL 
c.  97.  s.  97.,  upon  the  appellant  parish,  as  the  last  legal 
settlement  of  the  pauper  lunatic.  Such  an  order  is  to 
be  made,  under  sect.  98,  upon  the  coimty,  if  the  pauper 
lanatic  is  not  settled  in  the  parish  by  which  or  at  the 
iostance  of  which  he  is  sent  to  the  lunatic  asylum,  and 
it  cannot  be  ascertained  in  what  parish  he  is  settled. 
The  present  case  is  not  affected  by  stat.  8  &  9  VicL  c.  117, 
for  the  removal  of  poor  persons  bom  in  Ireland,  &a, 
because,  the  pauper  lunatic  being  above  the  age  of 
sixteen  years,  his  maintenance  in  the  asylum  did  not 
make  his  father  chai^eable,  Beg.  v.  St  Mary^  Uling^ 
Um,  (a) ;  and  therefore  his  father  could  not  be  removed 
to  Jreland  under  sect.  2  of  that  statute.  l^BIackbnm  J. 
In  that  case,  the  mother,  with  whom  the  pauper  lunatic 
lesided  when  he  was  not  in  the  asylum^  was  irremov- 
able by  stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  e.  66.  s.  1.] 

The  settlement  of  the  pauper  lunatic  is  in  the  appel- 
lant parish,  as  the  place  of  his  birth ;  Beg.  v.  J7te 
(a)  Antei  p.  46. 
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1862.        Inhabitants  of  All  Saints,  Derby  (a),  per  Colerid^  J., 
The  QuEBiT   ^h®re  it  was  held  that  the  children  of  Irish  parents 
Inhabitants  of  ^^^  became  chargeable  while  under  the  age  of  sixteen 
NawoHOECH.   years,  after  their  father  had  deserted  them  and   their 
mother  had  died,  were  removable  to  the  parish  of  their 
birth.     And  the  pauper  lunatic,  though  residing  with 
his  father  and  unemancipated,  unless  removable  together 
with  his  father  to  Ireland,  is  chargeable  to  the  parish  of 
his  birth;  Beg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St  Giles  without 
Cripplegate  (ft).     [  Wightman  J.    Every  child  has  a  birth 
settlement  unless  it  is  displaced.     Cockbum  C.  J.     Has 
the  pauper  lunatic  a  birth  settlement  while  he  is  an 
imemancipated  member  of  his  father's  family  ?     Black- 
hum  J.     In  one  sense  he  has,  because  that  will  be  his 
settlement  after  he  is  emancipated.     Cockbum  C.  3* 
Suppose  an  Irish  man,  not  settled  in  England,  with  a 
family,  one  of  whom,  under  the  age  of  sixteen,  falls  ill, 
and  he  becomes  chargeable,  would  an  order  removing 
him  with  his  family  to  Ireland  be  bad  ?]     No ;  because 
a  child  under  that  age,  though  it  has  a  birth  settlement, 
is  irremovable  from  its  father.     [Blackburn  J.     Perhaps 
the  child  might  be  relieved  as  casual  poor.]     In  Bum's 
Justice,  by  Bere  and  Chitty,  vol.  4,  p.  409,  it  is  said : 
"  Until  the  settlement  of  the  father  or  of  the  mother 
has  been  ascertained,  the  settlement  of  a  legitimate 
child,  like  that  of  a  bastard,  is  prima  facie  in  the  parish 
where  the  birth  took  place ;  and,  if  that  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained, then  the  child  is  not  removable  from  the  place 
where  it  wbb  found,  and  must  be  relieved  there  as  casual 
poor."     [fFiffhtman  J.     In  Bey.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Preston  (c),   where  Bex  v.    The  Inhabitants  of  Great 

(a)  14  Q.  B,  207.  216-7.  (A)  17  Q,  B,  63a 

(o)  12^.  #£.822. 
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aactan{a)  and  Bex  v.  T/u  Inhabitants  of  Mile  End  Old        1862. 
Town  (b)  were  referred  to,  a  pauper,  bom  in  England  of    The  Qusin 
Irish  parents,  which  parents  had  no  settlement  in  Enff-  inhabitants  of 
land,  was  held  to  be  removable,  after  his  emancipation,   Newchurch. 
to  the  pkce  of  his  birth.]     [They  also  cited  Rex  v.  The 
bhalntanU  of  Whitehaven  (c)  and  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabit^ 
axU  of  SL  Marylebont  (rf>] 

/.  Kay,  for  the  appellants. — At  the  time  when  the 
order  was  made^  the  pauper  lunatic  being  unemanci^ 
pated  and  part  of  his  father's  family,  had  no  legal 
settlement,  and  therefore  the  order  should  have  made 
Um  chargeable  to  the  county,  under  stat.  16  &  17  Vict. 
€.  97.  s.  9B.  The  case  finds  that,  unless  removal  to 
the  asylum  constitutes  emancipation,  the  pauper  lunatic 
was  unemancipated ;  and  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Much  Qnoame  {e)  shews  that  an  idiot,  though  separated 
from  his  parents  after  twenty-one  years  of  age,  is  not 
emancipated.  Parke  J.  said,  p.  865 :  ^*  He  must  be  con- 
sidered as  in  the  same  situation  as  if  he  had  remained 
a  minor.''  [  fVightman  J,  It  is  not  to  be  presumed 
that  the  pauper  lunatic  will  always  remain  a  lunatic. 
Blackburn  J.  It  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  the 
I'espondents  that  it  is  found  that,  before  the  time  of 
making  the  order  and  since,  the  pauper  has  been  a 
limatic.]  Even  if  a  lunatic  could  be  emancipated,  the 
Bending  him  to  a  lunatic  asylum  does  not  constitute  an 
enuindpation.  An  unemancipated  child  has  no  settle- 
ment but  that  of  his  parents.  In  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants 
^S  WitUm  cum  Twambrookes  (/)  it  was  held  that  a  child 

(a)  ZB,^A.  410.  (6)  AA,^E.  196. 

{c)  bB.^A.  720.  (d)  16  Q.  B.  352. 

(•)  2  A  #  Ad.  861.  (/)ST.R,  355. 
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1862.  v&B  not  emancipated  so  as  to  lose  the  benefit  of  auy 
The  QvKBH  settlement  which  his  &iher  might  gain  nntil  the  age 
Inhabitants  of  ^^  tweuty-one^  or  marriage^  or  until  he  had  gained  a 
NiwcHuaoH.  settlement  in  his  own  right,  or  contracted  some  rela- 
tion inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  his  being  in  a  sub- 
ordinate situation  in  his  father's  family.  [BhekburH  J. 
Lord  Kenyan  was  there  speaking  of  a  child  aequxring 
an  independent  settlement.]  In  such  a  case  as  the 
present,  birth  does  not  confer  a  settlement,  owing  to 
Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  117- ;  and  an  unemancipated 
child,  of  parents  who  have  no  settlement,  cannot  have 
a  settlement.  [CacUirm  C.  J.  Stat.  8  &  9  Vtd. 
c.  117.  does  not  apply,  because  the  father  is  not  chaige- 
able.]  Rex  y.  The  Inhabitants  of  Whitehaven  {a)  is 
overruled  hy  Rex  y.  The  Inhabitants  of  Mile  End  Old 
Town  (ft),  where  Patteson  J.,  referring  to  that  cas^ 
p.  203^,  said  that  it  was  to  be  observed  ''that  the 
question,  how  fair  the  woman,  circumstanced  as  she 
was,  could  gain  a  settlement  by  birth,  was  not  noticed 
at  all;  whereas  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Leeds  (c)  that 
question  was  considered,  and  it  was  held  that  birth,  in 
such  case,  gave  no  settlement  \^Cockbum  C.J.  The 
judgment  in  Rex  v.  The  ItUiabitants  of  Whitehaven  does 
not  warrant  the  marginal  note  in  saying  ''that  the 
daughter  might  be  removed  by  an  order  to  the  place  of 
her  birth  settlement.^']  In  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Leeds  (c)  Holroyd  J.  said,  p.  502  :  "  By  the  Act,  if  the 
husband  becomes  chargeable  by  himself,  or  his  family, 
he  may  be  removed ;  and,  it  seems  to  me,  that  it  is  alto- 
gether immaterial,  provided  the  head  of  the  fiunily  be 
bom  in  Scotland^  whether  the  children  be  bom  in  Eng- 

(a)  5J5.  #^.  720.  (h)  4^.#i?.  196. 

(c)  4  5.  #^.498. 
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W  or  not  'y*  that  is,  that  birth  in  such  a  case  confers        1862. 
lu)  settlement.      {Wtghtman  J.      Suppose  the  pauper    The  Quben 
Janaticwas  emancipated.]     There  is  authority  that  he  inhabitants  of 
irouldhave  a  birth  settlement.     \Cackhum  C.  J.     Sup-   Nkwchuhch. 
pose  a  case  before  the  passing  of  any  statute  enabling  the 
removal  of  Iruh  parents  to  Ireland,  could  the  child  be 
separated  from  the  father's  family  ?]    No :  the  parent 
and  diild  would  be  relieved  as  casual  poor.     {Mellor  J, 
hi  Bex  Y.  The  Inhabitants  ofMle  End  Old  Town  (a)  the 
child  remained  part  of  the  fiither's  family^  and  rendered 
him  lemovable  to  Ireland :  here  the  relief  to  the  pauper 
lunatic  is  not  relief  given  to  the  father  constructively.  In 
Bex  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Preston  {b)  the  pauper  was 
emancipated ;  but  the  only  diflference  which  that  makes 
is  that  an  unemancipated  child  cannot  be  removed.]     If 
it  is  hdd  that,  where  the  settlement  of  the  parents  is 
not  known,  the  child  has  a  birth  settlement,  it  will  lead 
to  the  separation  of  the  members  of  families.     A  child 
bom  in  Northumberland,  and  residing  unemancipated 
with  its  parents  in  Cornwall,  and  becoming  lunatic,  might 
then  be  sent  to  an  asylum  in  Northumberland,     [Black- 
burn J.    The  separation  in  that  case  would  result  from 
',       sending  the  child  to  the  asylum.]      [^Mellish.     Sect.  8  of 
Btai  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66.  forbids  the  removal  of  children 
binder  the  age   of  sixteen   years   residing  with   their 
parents.]     As  to  children  above  that  age,  the  incon- 
venience will  still  exist. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  The  case  of  Beff.  v.  The  Inhabitants 
^St  Giles  without  Cripplegate  (c)  is  directly  in  point, 
ud  the  argument  of  Mr.  Kay  has  not  distinguished  this 

(a)  4^  #  JR  196.  ib)  12  A.  f  E.  822. 

(c)  17  Q,  B,  63G. 

yOL,  III.  I  B.   &   S. 
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1862.        case  from  it ;  the  ground  of  the  decision  being  that,  as  the 
The  QuBfiN     father  of  the  pauper  did  not  reside  in  the  parish  to  which 
inhabUantfl  of  ^^^  ^^  bccome  chargeable,  he  could  not  be  removable 
Newchuboh.  ^  Ireland,  and  therefore,  as  her  parents  had  no  settle- 
ment in  England^  she  was  removable  to  the  place  of  her 
birth  as  the  place  of  her  settlement.     If  the  matter  were 
res  integra,  I  should  have  been  disposed  to  hold  a  differ- 
ent opinion :  but,  there  being  a  decision  of  this  Court 
directly  in  point,  I  think  we  ought  to  abide  by  it. 

WiGHTMAN  J.  Reg,  V.  Inhabitants  of  St,  GHes  witkaut 
Cripplegate  (a)  is  a  decisive  authority  for  the  respond- 
ents; and  it  follows  Reg.  v*  The  Inhabitants  of  Preston  {b), 
in  which  the  Court  adopted  the  rule,  that,  subject  to  the 
exception  that  unemancipated  children  are  to  be  removed 
with  the  head  of  the  family,  the  children  of  Irish  parents, 
bom  in  this  country,  are  settled  in  the  place  of  their 
birth.  It  is  a  strong  thing  to  say  that  a  child,  if  un- 
emancipated, has  no  settlement  at  all.  In  deciding  for 
the  respondents,  we  follow  a  decision  in  point,  and  one 
which  I  think  is  reasonable. 

Blackburn  J.  The  cases  of  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabitants 
of  St.  Giks  without  Cripplegate  (a)  and  Reg.  v.  The  In- 
habitants  of  All  Saints,  Derby  (c)  are  conclusive:  as 
Coleridge  J.  says  in  the  latter  case,  p.  216-7,  ''  It  is  an 
established  principle  that  every  English  subject  has  a 
settlement  by  birth  prima  facie ;  that  is,  till  an  acquired 
settlement  is  shewn ;  until  then  it  is  no  more  than  prima 
facie;  and,  when  it  is  ascertained  that  the  father  or 
mother  has  an  English  settlement,  that  is  the  settlement 

(a)  17  Q.  ».  636.  (h)  12  A.  ^  EL  822. 

(c)  14  Q,  B,  207. 
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of  the  child.    But,  if  neither  has  one,  or  (which  comes        1862. 
to  the  same  thing)  if  neither  has  one  which  can  be    xhe  Quebu 
ascertained  after  search  made,  the  prim&  fade  settle-  inhabitants  of 
ment,  which  always  potentially  exists,  takes  effect;  I    NiwcHuacii. 
will  not  say,  reyiyes.^'  That  is  applicable  to  the  present 
case. 

I  ako  think  that,  if  the  Irish  fieither  became  cbarge- 
able,  the  child,  while  nnemancipated,  should  be  removed 
to  Irdcaid  with  its  fitther  under  the  Iriih  Pauper  Act; 
but  here  the  fiither  never  has  become  chargeable  by 
reason  of  relief  given  either  to  himself  or  his  children, 
and  is  not  liable  to  be  removed;  and  therefore  stat. 
8&;9  VicL  c.  117.  does  not  apply. 

Then  looking  at  the  Lunatic  Act,  16  &17  VicL  e.  97. : 
sect  97  provides  that  the  charges  of  maintenance  shall  be 
borne  by  the  parish  in  which  the  lunatic  is  settled ;  and 
sect.  98  provides  that  if  the  lunatic  is  not  settled  in  the 
pariah  by  which  he  was  sent  to  the  asylum,  audit  cannot 
be  aaoertained  in  what  parish  he  is  settled,  he  shall  be 
chargeable  to  the  county.  And  the  question  is  whether 
an  nnemancipated  child  bom  in  England  of  an  Iriih 
father,  not  of  an  Irish  pauper,  ib  a  person  of  whom  it 
can  be  said,  that  ''it  cannot  be  ascertained  in  what 
pariah  he  is  settled.^'  On  the  grounds  I  have  stated,  he 
has  a  birth  settlement,  though  it  is  not  available  as 
long  as  the  Irish  Pauper  Act  does  not  apply;  and  there- 
fore the  parish  of  that  settlement  is  to  defiray  the  ex- 
penses of  his  maintenance  in  the  lunatic  asylum. 

MiLLoa  J.  concurred. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 


1  2 
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1862. 


The  Queen  against  Jenkins. 


Friday, 
November  8th. 


Where  a  person  has  been  conTicted,  under  sect  14  of  The  Nmsance* 

Removal  Act  for  England,  1855,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  121.,  of  disobeying  »n 

101         1  i'  ^^^^  ^  abate  a  nuisance  under  sect  13,  a  warrant  to  levy  the  penaltj 

^-  l^-  M.  13.  imposed  on  the  conviction  cannot  be  issued  without  a  prenons  summons 

14.20.  under  sect  20. 
Nuisance. 
Order  to  abate. 

^^^'^y-  THHIS  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  Cardiff  IjocsH  Board 

of  Health  to  shew  cause  why  a  certain  record  of  con- 
viction^ under  the  hand  and  seal  of  Robert  Olwer  Jones, 
Esq.^  stipendiary  magistrate  for  the  borough  of  Cardiff, 
bearing  date  the  15th  February,  1861,  whereby  Cathe- 
rine  Jenkins  was  convicted  of  unlawfully  disobeying  an 
order  made  by  that  magistrate^  dated  24th  August, 
I860,  ordering  her  to  cleanse  certain  pans  and  drains 
therein  mentioned ;  and  adjudging  her  for  such  offence 
to  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  13/.  12^. ;  and  ordering 
her  to  pay  for  costs  to  the  prosecutors,  the  Cardiff  hocsX 
Board  of  Health,  the  sum  of  9tf.  &f.,  to  be  levied  by 
distress  in  default  of  payment ;  and  adjudging  her,  in 
default  of  sufficient  distress,  to  be  imprisoned  in  the 
house  of  correction  at  Cardiff  for  the  space  of  two 
calendar  months,  unless  the  said  several  sums  should  be 
sooner  paid ; — and  the  several  proceedings  had  thereon, 
should  not  be  severally  quashed. 

The  documents  referred  to  in  the  rule  had  been  brought 
up  by  certiorari. 

The  order  of  the  24th  Augtut,  1860,  which  was 
addressed  to  the  defendant  and  the  Cardiff  liocsl  Board 
of  Health,  after  reciting  a  complaint  under  The  Nuisances 
Removal  Act  for  England^  1855,  and  service  of  a  sum- 
mons upon  the  defendant,  proceeded  as  follows : — 
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"Now,  upon  proof  here  had  before  me  that  the  1862. 
nuisance  ao  complained  of  doth  exist  on  the  said  premises,  The  Qukek 
and  that  the  same  is  caused  by  the  act  or  default  of  the  jbkkiki. 
owner  of  the  said  premises,  I,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
Act,  do  order  the  said  Catherine  Jenkins,  the  owner, 
within  seven  days  from  the  service  of  this  order,  or  a 
true  copy  thereof,  according  to  the  said  Act,  to  cleanse 
the  said  pans  and  drains,  so  that  the  same  shall  no 
longer  be  a  nuisance  or  injurious  to  health  as  aforesaid. 
And  if  the  above  order  for  abatement  be  not  complied 
wiUi,  or  if  the  above  order  of  prohibition  be  infringed, 
then  I  do  authorize  and  require  you,  the  said  Local 
Board  of  Health,  from  time  to  time  to  enter  upon  the 
said  premises,  and  do  all  such  works,  matters  and  things, 
as  may  be  necessary  for  carrying  this  order  into  full 
execution  according  to  the  Act  aforesaid." 

"Given,  fcc. 

"  Robert  Oliver  Jones  (l.  s.) 
«  24th  August,  I860." 

The  conviction  was  as  follows : 

"  Glamorganshire^  1  Be  it  remembered  that  on  the 
Borough  of  Cardiff,  >  15th  February,  in  the  year  of  our 
to  wit.  )  Lord  1861,  at  a  Police  Court  in 

the  borough  of  Cardiff^  in  the  said  county,  Catherine 
Jenkins  \&  convicted  before  the  undersigned,  a  stipendiary 
magistrate  for  the  said  borough,  for  that  she  the  said 
Caikerine  Jenkins,  within  six  calendar  months  then  last 
past,  to  wit,  on  the  27th  September  then  last  past,  and 
from  thence  daily  and  every  day  until  the  time  of  laying 
the  information  in  this  behalf,  to  wit,  the  11th  February, 
1861,  being  a  period  of  136  days,  being  then  and  during 
Btich  period  the  owner  of  certain  premises  situate  in 
EUen  Street,  within  the  said  borough,  unlawfully  did  not 
within  such  time,  after  due  service  of  the  order  herein- 
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1862.       after  mentioned  on  lier  according  to  the  statute  in  auch 
The  Quibm"  ^^^^^  made  and  provided,  aa  therein  is  specified,  obey, 
JxMKiKB.     ^^^  ^^  ^^^  during  such  period  of  136  days  as  aforesaid 
obey,  a  certain  order  in  writing,  under  the  hand  and 
seal  of  me  the  said  stipendiary  magistrate,  dated  the  24th 
August,  1860,  whereby  I,  the  said  stipendiary  magistrate, 
in  pursuance  of  The  Nuisances  Removal  Act  for  England, 
1855,  ordered  the  said  Catherine  Jenkins,  as  such  owner 
as  aforesaid,  within  seven  days  from  the  service  of  the 
said  order,  or  a  true  copy  thereof,  on  her  according  to 
the  said  statute,  to  cleanse  certain  doaet  pans  and  drains, 
belonging  to  the  said  premises ;  and  the  said  Catherine 
Jenkins  failed  to  satisfy  me,  the  said  stipendiary  magis- 
trate, that  she  had  used  all  due  diligence  to  carry  out 
the  said  order:  contrary  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided.    And  I  adjudge  the  said  Catherine  Jenkins 
for  her  said  offence,  to  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  2s. 
per  day  during  her  default  as  aforesaid,  making  together 
the  sum  of  13L  12s.,  to  be  paid  and  applied  according  to 
law,  and  also  to  pay  to  the  Cardiff  Local  Board  of 
Health,  the  prosecutors  in  this  behalf,  the  sum  of  9s.  6d. 
for  their  costs  in  this  behalf;   and  if  the  said  several 
sums  be  not  paid  forthwith,  I  adjudge  the  said  Catherine 
Jenkins  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  house  of  correction  at 
Cardiff,  in  the  said  county,  for  the  space  of  two  calendar 
months,  unless  the  said  several  sums,  and  costs  and 
charges  of  conveying  the  said  Catherine  Jenkins  to  the 
said  house  of  correction,  shall  be  sooner  paid.    Given 
under  my  hand  and  seal  the  day  and  year  first  above 
mentioned,  at  the  Police  Court  in  the  borough  aforesaid. 
"  Bobert  Oliver  Jones  (l.  s.)'' 
The  other  proceedings  referred  to  in  the  rule  and 
brought  up  by  certiorari,  were  a  warrant  of  distress  upon 
the   goods  of  the    defendant,  dated  12th  July,  1861, 


V. 

Jbnxins. 
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which  was  according  to  the  form  (N.  1.)  given  in  the        1862. 
Schedule  to  etat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  48. ;  and  a  certificate    The  Queen 
that  there  were  no  goods  of  the  defendant  whereon  to 
levy- 
It  appeared,  firom  the  affidavits,  that  the  service  of 
the  order  to  abate  the  nuisance  was  made  on  the  21st 
Auptity  1860;  and  that,  on  the  14th  February ,  1861, 
the  defendant  was  served  with  a  summons  to  answer  an 
information  for  neglecting  to  obey  that  order;  but  no 
summons  had  been  issued  calling  upon  the  defendant 
to  shew  cause  why  she  should  not  pay  the  fine  imposed 
in  the  conviction :   also  that  the  defendant  had  been 
imprisoned  under  a  warrant  issued  on  the  conviction. 

The  follo?dng  sections  of  The  Nuisances  Removal 
Act  for  England,  1855,  18  &  19  Vict  c.  121.,  are 
material 

By  sect.  13,  the  justices  may,  by  their  order,  require 
the  person  on  whom  it  is  made  to  abate  a  nuisance. 

Sect.  14.  ^'Any  person  not  obeying  the  said  order 
for  abatement  shall,  if  he  fail  to  satisfy  the  justices  that 
he  has  used  aU  due  diligence  to  carry  out  such  order,  be 
liable  for  every  such  offence  to  a  penalty  of  not  more 
than  10s.  per  day  during  his  default'^;  &c. 

Sect  20.  ^'  Where  any  costs,  expences,  or  penalties 
are  due  under  or  in  consequence  of  any  order  of  justices 
made  in  pursuance  of  this  Act  as  aforesaid,  any  justice 
of  the  peace,  upon  the  application  of  the  local  authority, 
shall  issue  a  summons  requiring  the  person  from  whom 
they  are  due,  to  appear  before  two  justices  at  a  time 
and  place  to  be  named  therein ;  and  upon  proof,  to  the 
satis&ction  of  the  justices  present,  that  any  such  costs, 
expences,  or  penalties  are  so  due,  such  justices,  unless 
they  think  fit  to  excuse  the  party  summoned  upon  the 
ground  of  poverty  or  other  special  circumstances,  shall, 
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1862.  by  order  in  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals,  order 
The  QuBEM  ^°^  ^  P*y  *^®  amount  to  the  local  authority  at  once, 
JBMKiirs  ^^  ^7  ^^^^  instalments  as  the  justices  think  fit,  together 
with  the  chains  attending  such  application  and  the 
proceedings  thereon ;  and  if  the  amoimt  of  such  order, 
or  any  instalment  thereof,  be  not  paid  within  fourteen 
days  after  the  same  is  due,  the  same  may,  by  warrant 
of  the  said  or  other  justices,  be  levied  by  distress  and 
sale." 

H.  S.  Giffard,  in  support  of  the  conviction. — First. 
The  conviction  for  disobedience  of  the  order  of  the  24th 
August,  1860,  under  sect  14  of  stat  18  &  19  Vict 
c.  121.,  subjected  the  defendant  absolutely  to  pay 
a  penalty;  and  no  further  summons  was  necessary 
before  proceeding  to  enforce  payment  of  it.  Sec- 
tion 20  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  a  penalty  has 
been  imposed,  under  sect.  14,  upon  a  person  adjudged 
guilty  of  an  offence  in  disobeying  an  order  to  abate  a 
nuisance.  The  statute  gives  to  justices  a  civil  juris- 
diction in  respect  of  damages  or  compensation  to  indi* 
viduals  injured,  and  a  criminal  jurisdiction  in  respect 
of  penalties  for  pubUc  nuisances.  The  words  in  sect  20, 
"  upon  proof,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justices  present, 
that  any  such  costs,  expences,  or  penalties  are  so  due, 
such  justices,  unless  they  think  fit  to  excuse  the  party 
summoned  upon  the  ground  of  poverty  or  other  special 
circumstances,'^  shall  order  him  to  pay  the  amount,  do 
not  apply  where  there  has  been  a  conviction  for  an 
offence  and  a  fine  has  been  imposed.  \^Cockbum  C.  J. 
This  is  a  penalty  of  2«.  per  day  during  default :  is  the 
penalty  to  be  levied  without  an  opportunity  being  given 
to  the  party  to  shew  cause  why  it  should  not  be  levied  ? 
M^ightman  3.     Under  what  provision  in  the  Act  is  the 


penalty  under  sect.  14  to  be  enforced  ?]  By  sect.  88,  1862. 
penalties  imposed  bv  the  Act  are  recoverable  according  The  Queen 
to  the  provisions  of  stat  11  &  12  Vict  c.  43.  [CocUfum  Jbkkiss. 
C.  J.  To  what  cases,  except  those  of  a  public  nature, 
is  the  word  "penalties''  in  sect.  20  to  be  referred?] 
Sect  23  imposes  a  penalty  for  causing  any  water  to  be 
corrupted.  [Cockbum  C.  J.  That  comes  in  a  later 
stage  of  the  Act;  whereas  the  words  in  sect  20  are, 
"  where  any  costs,  expences  or  penalties  are  due  under 
or  in  consequence  of  any  order  of  justices  made  in 
pnrsuance  of  this  Act  as  aforesaid,''  that  is,  by  an  order 
made  by  virtue  of  the  preceding  sections.]  The  pro- 
vision for  excusing  the  party  upon  the  ground  of 
poverty  does  not  refer  to  cases  of  public  oflTence. 
[MeOor  J.  It  is  more  reasonable  that  a  discretion  to 
excuse  or  reduce  the  penalty  should  be  given  to  the 
magistrate  in  the  case  of  a  public  offence  than  of  a 
private  injury.  Cochbum  C.  J.  This  is  a  complicated 
piece  of  machinery,  and  puts  upon  the  party  the 
harassing  process  of  a  second  summons,  whereas  all 
might  have  been  done  at  once  by  allowing  the  justices 
to  convict  the  offender,  and  then  the  ordinary  legal 
consequences  would  have  followed ;  but  the  enactment 
in  sect  20  is  express.] 

Secondly,  this  objection  does  not  go  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  magistrate;  Ex  parte  Hopwood{a),  [Cockbum 
C.  J.  The  magistrate  had  no  jurisdiction  to  issue  his 
▼arrant  except  under  sect.  20,  and  that  section  says 
that  there  shall  be  a  fresh  summons  before  the  warrant 
is  issued.]     At  any  rate  the  conviction  is  good. 

Brett,  contrd. — It  is  not  sought  to  quash  the  conviction, 
only  the  warrant  of  distress  and  subsequent  proceedings. 
(a)  15  Q.  B.  121. 
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1862. 


The  QuBiN 
Jbmkihb. 


CocKBUBN  C.  J.  The  wanrant  of  diatreas  la  wrongs 
and  must  be  quaahed^  with  the  aubaequent  proceedings 
thereon.     The  conyiction  ia  right 

WioHTHAN  and  Mellob  JJ.  concurred. 

Kule  absolute  to  quash  the  warrant 
of  12th  Julyy  1861,  and  subsequent 
proceedings. 


Friday, 
November  8th. 

Pauper 
lunatic. 
Maintenance, 
Wife  separate 
from  irre- 
viovable  hus- 
band. 

16  &  17  Vict, 
c.  97.  w.  97. 
1()2. 

11  #  12  Vict. 
r.  lll.«.  1. 


The  Guardians  of  East  Retford  Union,  appel- 
lants, The  Guardians  of  the  Strand  Union, 
respondents. 

A  pauper  lunatic,  Hying  b^  consent  apart  and  in  a  different  parish 
from  her  husband,  who  was  ixremoyable  by  virtue  of  stat.  9  &  10  Vict, 
c.  G6.,  was  sent  to  a  lunatic  asylum,  and  an  order  for  her  maintenance 
was  made  upon  the  parish  of  her  husband's  settlement,  under  The 
Lunatic  Asylums  Act,  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97.  s.  97. :  Held,  that  the  pauper 
lunatic  was  not  irremovable  by  stat  11  &  12  Vict,  c.  111.  s.  1.,  and 
therefore  that  the  order  was  rightly  made  under  sect.  97,  and  not  under 
sect.  102.  of  stat.  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97. 

A  N  order  of  two  justices  for  the  county  of  Middlesex 
adjudged  the  last  legal  settlement  of  Ann  Blenkame, 
a  pauper  lunatic,  confined  in  the  county  lunatic  asylum 
at  Hanwellj  to  be  in  the  parish  of  East  Retford^  in  the 
county  of  Nottingham^  and  ordered  the  guardians  of  the 
poor  of  the  Ea^t  Retford  Union  to  pay,  on  account  of 
that  parish,  to  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Strand 
Union,  certain  sums,  being  the  expences  incurred  in 
the  examination  and  conveyance  of  the  pauper  lunatic, 
and  in  the  maintenance  of  the  pauper  lunatic  in  the 
asylum,  and  to  the  treasurer  of  the  asylum  a  weekly 
sum  for  her  future  maintenance. 
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Notice  of  appeal  against  the  order  having  been  duly        1862. 
given,  the  following  case  was  stated  under  stat.  12  &  13    Guardians  of 
net  e.  46.  s.  11.  ^%^?™'''* 

The  pauper  lunatic,  Ann  BUnkame,  is  the  wife  of  Q^^jy^J^gof 
Charks  Bknkame.     He  has  resided  for  the  last  twelve      Stbaxd 

Union. 

years  in  the  parish  of  Monks  Cappenhatt,  in  the  Nantwich 
Poor  Law  Union,  in  the  county  of  Chester^  and  is  now 
residing  there,  and  is  irremovable  therefrom  by  reason 
of  Stat  9  &  10  Viet  c.  66.  In  1824  he  gained  a  settle- 
ment in  the  parish  of  East  Retford  by  hiring  and  service ; 
and  it  is  admitted  that  the  pauper  lunatic  is  settled 
there  through  him.  They  were  married  in  1825,  and 
lived  together  until  about  the  year  1836.  In  that  year 
they  were  living  with  their  children  in  a  lodging  in 
LfmiaUf  and,  in  consequence  of  being  unable  to  live 
happily  together,  Charles  Blenkame  left  his  wife  and 
went  to  reside  in  the  country,  and  they  have  ever  since 
Kved  apart,  with  the  exception  of  one  or  two  short 
periods  when  he  came  to  see  his  wife  and  family  in 
London.  There  were  two  daughters  and  a  son  by  this 
marriage,  and  they  lived  with  their  mother  when  the 
&ther  went  away.  Charles  Blenkame  allowed  his  wife 
money  for  the  support  of  herself  and  his  children,  which 
was  r^ularly  paid  until  about  February,  1859,  when 
such  allowance  was  discontinued,  because  she  had  gone 
some  months  before  to  America,  to  take  over  a  child  of 
one  of  her  daughter's,  who  had  married  and  settled  there. 
Am  Blenkame  returned  to  London  about  May,  1859, 
and  she  then  went  to  live  with  one  of  her  daughters  at 
Brampton.  After  staying  about  ten  months  with  this 
daughter,  she  took  a  room  at  No.  1,  Craven  Buildinffs, 
in  the  parish  of  St.  Clement  Danes,  in  the  Strand  Union, 
which  she  occupied  for  about  a  year  previous  to  March, 
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1862.  1861^  when,  haying  become  iusane,  she  was  sent  by  the 
GuMdianTof  P*™^  officers  of  St.  Clement  Danes,  in  due  course  of 
^^nfoT'"''  ^^^'  ^^^^  ^^^  Lunatic  Act,  16  &  17  Vict  c.  97.,  to  the 

,T-       .    lunatic  asylum.     As  soon  as  she  returned  from  America 

Guardians  of  "^ 

Strand       she  received  a  weekly  allowance  from  her  husband,  as 

Union. 

before,  towards  her  support,  and  he  always  knew  where 

she  was  residing.  He  is  now  able  and  iiilling  to  contri- 
bute to  her  support.  On  the  22d  October,  1861,  the 
order  adjudicating  the  settlement,  &c.  was  made  under 
Stat.  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97.  s.  97. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  that, 
as  the  lunatic  had  no  other  settlement  than  that  of  her 
husband,  and  as  he  had  resided  for  more  than  five  years 
in  the  parish  of  Monks  Coppenhall,  an  order  ought  to 
haye  been  made  upon  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the 
Nantwich  Union,  under  stat  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97.  s.  102., 
who,  it  was  contended,  were  bound  to  maintain  the 
pauper  lunatic 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  respondents,  that 
the  order  was  properly  made  on  the  parish  of  settlement. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether, 
upon  the  facts  aboye  stated,  the  order  of  the  22d  October, 
1861,  was  rightly  made.  If  the  Coinrt  should  answer 
this  question  in  the  affirmative,  the  order  was  to  be 
confirmed;  if  in  the  negative,  the  order  was  to  be 
quashed. 

Keane,  for  the  respondents. — By  stat.  16  &  17  Vict 
c.  97.  *.  102.,  the  expences  of  a  pauper  lunatic  removed 
to  an  asylum,  who  would,  at  the  time  of  his  being  con- 
veyed to  such  asylum,  "  have  been  exempt  from  removal 
to  the  parish  of  his  settlement  or  the  country  of  his 
birth  by  reason  of  some  provision*'  in  stat.  9  &  10  VicL 
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c,  66.^  *'  shall  be  paid  by  the  guardians  of  the  parish        1862. 
wherein  such  lunatic  shaU  have  acquired  such  exemp-    Guardians  of 
tion  &c."    In  the  present  case  the  pauper  lunatic^  who      "unl^*^*^ 
was  liying  apart  firom  her  husband^  was  not  irremovable,    Q^j^j^ns  of 
and  therefore  the  order  was  rightly  madeupon  the  parish       ^V"* 
of  her  husband's  settlement  under  sect  97.    The  proviso 
in  Stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66.  s.  \.,  which  is  altered  in  form 
only  by  stat  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  111.  s.  1.,  means  that  the 
wife  shaU  not  be  removed  firom  the  parish  in  which  the 
husband  acquired  irremovability.     The  pauper  lunatic 
was  neither  by  herself  in  her  own  person,  nor  by  her 
husband,  irremovable  firom  the  parish  of  St   Clement 
Jhnes.  IRedtedBeff.  y.ITie  Inhabitants  of  St.  Ebbe's^a).] 

Poland,  for  the  appellants.— By  stat.  11  &  12  Viet, 
c.  111.  «.  1.,  the  wife  is  entitled  to  the  status  of  irre- 
moTability  of  her  husband;  and  she  is  irremovable 
because  he  is  so.  [  Wighiman  J.  It  is  not  proposed  to 
remove  the  pauper  lunatic  firom  the  place  in  which  her 
husband  has  acquired  irremovability.]  Stat  16  &  17 
Vkt,  c,  97.  s.  102.,  which  provides  for  the  expences  of 
pauper  lunatics  who  are  irremovable,  does  not  speak 
of  aemption  from  removal  firom  the  parish  firom  which 
the  pauper  lunatic  is  conveyed  to  the  asylum,  but 
exemption  ''from  removal  to  the  parish  of  his  settle- 
ment'' In  determining  by  what  parish  the  expences 
of  a  pauper  lunatic  are  to  be  paid,  regard  is  to  be  had 
to  his  status  of  irremovability.  Suppose  the  husband 
in  the  present  case  had  become  lunatic,  and  had  wan- 
dered to  another  parish,  the  parish  in  which  he  had 
acquired  the  status  of  irremovability  would  be  charge- 
able. [Coehbum  C.  J.  That  would  be  on  the  ground 
(a)  12  Q,  B,  137. 
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1862.  that  his  act  of  leaving  that  parish  was  not  the  act  of  a 
Ghiaidians  oT  sane  person^  and  therefore  he  mnst  be  considered  as  still 
^^Unioir^*^  in  that  parisL]  During  the  interval  of  her  absence  from 
Guardians  of  ^®'  husband,  the  status  of  the  wife  follows  that  of  the 
Strabd  husband.  If  the  wife  was  not  lunatic,  possibly  she  would 
not  be  irremovable,  notwithstanding  the  irremovability 
of  her  husband.  In  The  Guardians  of  Leeds,  appts..  The 
Guardians  of  fFakefield,  respts.  (a),  where  the  wife,  while 
temporarily  absent  from  her  husband,  who  had  the 
status  of  irremovability  in  Leeds,  became  lunatic  and 
was  sent  to  a  lunatic  asylum,  it  was  held  that  the  order 
of  maintenance  was  rightly  made  on  Leeds,  and  not  on 
the  place  of  her  settlement  [Wiffhiman  J.  To  bring 
the  case  within  the  words  of  stat  16  &  17  Vict  c.  97. 
s.  102.,  the  wife  must,  at  the  time  of  being  conveyed  to 
the  asylum,  be  resident  in  the  parish  in  which  her  husband 
has  acquired  irremovability.  In  The  Guardians  of  Leeds, 
appts..  The  Guardians  of  Wak^ld,  respts.  (a),  it  was 
an  accident  that  the  pauper  was  seized  with  lunacy  at 
the  time  of  an  excursion  from  her  home  for  the  benefit 
of  her  health :  there  was  no  break  of  the  residence  with 
her  husband.] 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  This  is  a  very  dear  case.  An  order 
could  have  been  made  for  the  removal  of  the  pauper 
lunatic  from  Su  Clement  Danes,  where  she  had  acquired 
no  settlement,  though  her  husband  could  not  be  removed 
to  the  place  of  his  settlement  because  he  had  acquired 
irremovability  in  Monks  CoppenhaU;  and  the  question 
is,  whether  the  enactment  in  stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c.  111. 
s.  1.  appUes  to  such  a  case.  [His  Lordship  read  it] 
The  obvious  intention  of  that  enactment,  and  the  pro- 
(a)  7E.iB.  258. 
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viflo  in  the  previous  enactment^  9  &  10  Vict  c,  66.,  was        1862. 

to  prevent  a  wife  or  child  firom  being  removed  firom  the  ouaidians  of^ 

head  of  the  family  to  some  other  place  of  settlement  ^"^f "''*'' 

which  might  otherwise  have  occurred  when  he  had  _.     ,T-      , 

o  ^         Gnaidians  of 

resided  longer  in  a  parish  than  the  others.     The  Legis-       Stkand 

.     .  ,.  Union. 

latuie  could  not  have  contemplated,  as  within  the  pohcy 
of  such  an  enactment,  the  case  of  a  wife  living  separate 
bom  her  hnsband  with  her  own  consent.  And  the  words 
used  are  not  ambiguous :  they  are,  that  the  wife  and 
childien  shall  "  not  be  removable  firom  any  parish  or 
place  firom  which  he  or  she  would  not  be  removable.'^ 
Here  it  is  not  sought  to  remove  the  wife  firom  the  parish 
in  which  the  husband  is  irremovable;  ^d  therefore  the 
words  do  not  apply.  If  the  husband  and  wife  had  been 
liring  separate  firom  each  other  in  the  same  parish,  there 
might  be  some  question.  But  here,  both  on  the  words 
and  the  policy  of  the  enactment,  I  think  the  order  was 
rightly  made  on  the  parish  of  settlement 

WiGHTMAN  J.  As  soon  as  it  is  admitted  that  the 
pauper,  if  not  a  lunatic,  would  not  have  been  irremovable, 
the  case  for  the  appellants  fails,  because  the  102d  section 
of  Stat  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97.  applies  only  where  the  pauper 
is  irremovable  at  the  time  of  his  being  sent  to  the  asylum. 
That  section  does  not  confer  upon  the  pauper  lunatic  the 
privilege  of  irremovability  from  5/.  Clement  Danez.  But 
for  tiiat  statute  she  would  have  been  properly  removable 
to  the  place  of  her  husband^s  settlement.  Stat.  11  &  12 
^  c.  111.  does  not  apply. 

Mkllob  J.  concurred. 

Order  confirmed. 
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Wednesday, 
November  I2th. 

Gunpowder, 
Explosive 
preparation 
or  composition. 
Fireworks. 
Fog  signals. 
23  #  &  Fid. 
c.  139. 


Buss,  appellant,  Lillet,  respondent. 


By  Stat.  23  &  24  Vict.  e.  139.  s.  6.,  "The  following  regolations  shall 
be  oDserved  with  regard  to  the  manufacture  of  load^  p4>rcus8ion  caps, 
and  the  manufacture  and  keeping  of  ammunition,  fireworks,  fulminating 
merciuy,  or  any.other  preparation  or  composition  of  an  explosiTe  nature; 
(that  is  to  saj), — no  such  manufacture  shall  be  carried  on  without  such 
licence  for  that  purpose  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  or  within  the  respectire 
distances  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  set  opposite  to  the  descriptions  of 
the  respective  articles ;  (that  is  to  say^,  percussion  caps  50  yards,  ammu- 
nition 100  yards,  fireworks  50  yards,  fulminating  mercury  or  other 
preparation  or  composition  of  e<}ually  explosive  power  100  yards,  from 
any  dwelling  house  or  any  building  in  which  persons  not  connected  with 
the  same  manufacture  are  employed.*'  Sect  7  imposes  a  penalty  for 
making  percussion  caps,  or  making  or  keeping  ammunition,  fireworks, 
fulminating  mercury  or  other  explosive  preparation  or  composition,  con- 
trazy  to  the  Act.  Sect.  9  imposes  a  penalty  for  throwing,  casting,  or 
firing  any  squib,  serpent,  rocket,  or  other  firework  in  or  into  any 
thoroughfare  or  public  place.  By  sect  11  the  county  justices  in  Quarter 
Sessions,  and  tne  councils  of  boroughs,  may  license  places  for  the 
making  of  loaded  percussion  caps,  and  for  the  making  and  keeping 
respectively  of  ammunition,  fireworks,  fulminating  mercuiy,  or  other 
explosive  preparations  or  compositions ;  and  by  sect.  13,  such  licenses 
may  be  granted  conditionally  upon  precautionary  measures  being  taken 
and  maintained.  Upon  an  information  which  charged  L.  with  making 
and  keeping  fireworks,  explosive  preparations  and  compositions  in  a 
building  wherein  by  the  Act  it  was  not  lawM  to  make  and  keep  them, 
it  appeared  that  fog  signals  were  manufactured  and  kept  upon  his  premises, 
that  he  had  not  obtained  a  license  for  their  manufacture,  and  that  his 
premises  were  within  the  specified  distance  from  other  buildings.  Fog 
signals  are  concave  pieces  of  tin  filled  with  gunpowder,  and  fitted  with 
nipples  and  percussion  caps,  and  then  firmly  attached  to  each  other,  in 
order  to  secure  the  greatest  amount  of  explosive  power.  The  only 
process  carried  on  in  X.'s  premises  was  mechanical  Fog  signals  were 
made  for  and  used  by  railway  companies.  When  the  fog  is  so  thick 
that  the  ordinal^  signals  cannot  easily  be  seen,  one  of  them  is  placed 
on  the  rails,  and  is  exploded  by  the  pressure  upon  the  copper  caps  of  tb^ 
wheels  of  an  engine  passing  over  it,  making  a  report,  which  is  heard  at 
a  considerable  distance.  The  construction  of  them  is  attended  with 
some  degree  of  danger  to  the  persons  employed  in  the  manufacture. 
Held,  by  WightTnan,  Blackburn  and  MeUor  JJ.,  Cockbum  C.  J.  dubitante, 
that  L.  was  liable  to  a  penalty.  Semhle,  per  Wightman  J.,  that  foe 
signals  are  fireworks,  and  therefore  L.  was  liable  for  making  and 
keepinff  them  contrary  to  sect.  7 ;  and  per  Blackburn  and  Mellor  J  J.,  X. 
was  liable  for  making  them  in  a  place  not  licensed,  oontiaxy  to  sect  6. 


/^ASE  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  by  the 
stipendiary  magistrate  of  Birmingham^  under  stat 
20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43. 


V. 
LlLLEY. 
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On  the  2l8t  January,  1862,  Simeon  LiHey,  the  reapon-  1862. 
dent,  appeared  before  the  Btipendiaiy  magistrate  for  ^b\am 
the  borough  of  Birmingham,  upon  a  summons,  issued 
at  the  instance  of  James  Bliss,  the  appellant^  acting 
on  behalf  of  the  Borough  Inspection  Committee, 
chaining  him  with  "  unlawfully  making  and  keeping,  and 
causing  to  be  made  and  kept,  a  certain  quantity  of  fire- 
works, explosive  preparations  and  compositions,  (to  wit) 
100  fog  signals,  in  a  certain  place  (to  wit)  a  building, 
there  situate,  wherein,  by  the  said  Act  in  that  behalf, 
it  was  not  then  lawful  to  make  and  keep,  or  cause  to  be 
made  and  kept,  such  fireworks,  explosive  preparations 
and  compositions :"  contrary  to  stat  23  &  24  Fid.  c.  189. 
It  was  admitted  that  the .  fog  signals  hereinafter 
described  were  manufactured  and  kept  upon  the  premises 
of  the  respondent ;  that  he  had  not  obtained  a  license 
for  their  manufacture,  and  that  his  prenusea  were  within 
the  specified  distance  from  other  buildings. 

The  only  question  was,  whether  fog  signals  could  be 
considered  "  fireworks,''  or  such  "  explosive  preparations 
or  compoaitions''  as  were  within  the  words  and  meaning 
ofAeAct 

A  fog  signal  i«  thus  constructed,  and  is  used  for  the 
purpose  after  mentioned. 

It  consists  of  two  concave  pieces  of  tin  of  nearly  equal 
sixe,  which,  when  put  together,  form  a  box  in  shape  like  a 
watch,  about  2^  inches  in  diameter  and  |  inch  in  thickness. 
To  the  inside  of  one  of  them  are  attached  jbhree  solid 
nipples  like  those  of  a  gun,  on  each  of  which  is  placed  an 
ordinary  percussion  cap.  The  cavity  is  then  filled  with 
common  gunpowder,  and  the  two  pieces  are  attached  to 
each  other  by  pressure,  the  edges  being  made  to  unite 
in  nearly  the  same  manner  as  a  glass  is  fixed  in  a  watch. 
VOL.  ui.  K  B.  &  s. 
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1862.  The  only  process  carried  on  in  the  premises  of  the 

Bliss        respondent  is  mechanical. 

Lillet  ^^  metallic  boxes  and  the  nipples  are  there  made, 

the  copper  caps  placed  on  the  nipples,  the  gunpowder 
(about  3i  drachms  in  weight)  inserted,  and  the  boxes 
closed*  The  gunpowder  and  the  copper  caps  are  procured 
elsewhere. 

The  articles  in  question  are  made  for  and  used  by 
railway  companies.  When  the  fog  is  so  thick  that  the 
ordinary  signals  cannot  easily  be  seen,  one  of  these 
''  fog  signals^'  is  placed  on  the  rails,  and  is  exploded  by 
the  pressure  upon  the  copper  caps  of  the  wheels  of  an 
engine  passing  over  it,  making  a  report,  which  is  heard 
at  a  considerable  distance. 

The  construction  of  them  is  undoubtedly  attended 
with  some  degree  of  danger  to  the  persons  employed  in 
the  manufacture,  and  more  than  one  accident  has 
occurred.  The  danger  consists  in  the  amount  of  pressure 
required  for  closing  the  edges  of  the  two  pieces  of  tin. 
It  is  necessary  that  they  should  be  firmly  attached  to 
each  other  in  order  to  secure  the  greatest  amount  of 
explosive  power ;  and  for  this  purpose  a  screw  press  is 
used.  If  a  few  grains  of  gunpowder  are  allowed  to 
remain  on  the  edges  when  they  are  brought  together, 
or  if  the  pressure  is  so  great  as  to  bring  down  the  upper 
side  of  the  box  upon  the  copper  caps,  ignition  and  an 
explosion  of  the  gunpowder  contained  within  will  proba- 
bly take  place. 

In  support  of  the  information  it  was  contended  that, 
even  if  the  "  fog  signals^'  could  not  be  considered  "  fire- 
works," the  manufacture  and  keeping  of  them  without  a 
license  and  within  the  specified  distances  were  prohibited 
by  the  statute,  as  being  ^'  preparations  and  compositions 
of  an  explosive  nature ;"  whilst  it  was  ui^ed  on  behalf 
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of  the  lespondent,  firsts  that  they  could  not  be  considered       1862. 
to  be  "fireworks,"  those  being   well  known  specific        Bum 
articles  of  commerce  of  a  wholly  different  description ;       Lillet. 
and,  secondly,  as  regards '' preparations  and  composi- 
tions of  an  explosive  nature/'  it  was  contended  that  it 
appeared  firom  the  context  (in  that  part  of  sect.  6  which 
specifies  the  distance  within  which  the  several  articles 
shall  not  be  manufactured,)  that  the  statute  appUed  only 
to  such  "  chemical^'  preparations  and  compositions  as 
are  "of  equally  explosive  power*'  with  fulminating  mer- 
cury, e.ff,^  gun  cotton,  fulminating  silver,  &c.,  and  not  to 
such  mechanical  preparations  and  compositions  as  were 
carried  on  in  the  premises  of  the  respondent. 

The  magistrate  was  of  opinion  that  the  latter  must 
be  considered  to  be  the  proper  construction  of  the  Act, 
and  upon  that  ground  dismissed  the  summons. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  information 
was  improperly  dismissed,  the  case  may  be  remitted  with 
such  their  opinion. 

The  case  was  argued,  November  8th  and  I2th,  on 
which  latter  day  judgment  was  given. 

/.  Spoaner,  for  the  appellant. — First.  Fog  signals  are 
within  Stat  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  139.  The  words  of  the 
preamble  are  as  general  as  possible ;  after  reciting  three 
previous  statutes  it  proceeds :  "  and  it  is  expedient  to 
amend  the  law  concerning  the  making,  keeping,  and 
carriage  of  gunpowder,  and  to  regulate  the  making  and 
keeping  of  other  compositions  of  an  explosive  nature, 
and  to  amend  the  law  concerning  the  manufacture,  sale, 
and  use  of  fireworks.''  The  words  of  sect.  6  are  still 
more  general :  it  enacts  that  **  The  following  regula- 
tions shall  be  observed  with  regard  to  the  manufacture 
K  2 
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1862.        of  loaded  percussion  caps,    and  the  manufacture  and 
Bum        keeping  of  ammunition,  fireworks,  fulminating  mercury, 
LiLLKT       ^^  ^^J  other  preparation  or  composition  of  an  explosive 
nature ;  (that  is  to  say,) 

"  No  such  manufacture  shall  be  carried  on  without 
such  license  for  that  purpose  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  or 
within  the  respective  distances  hereinafter  mentioned, 
and  set  opposite  to  the  descriptions  of  the  respective 
articles ;  (that  is  to  say,) 

'« Percussion  Caps         .        .         .50  yards, 
'*  Ammunition      ....  100  yards, 

"Fireworks 50  yards, 

'^  Fulminating  Mercury   or   other 
preparation  or  composition  of 
equally  explosive  power .        .  100  yards, 
firom  any  dwelling  house  or  any  building  in  which  per- 
sons not  connected  with  the  same  manufacture  are 
employed.*' 

These  fog  signals  are  a  preparation  or  composition  of 
an  explosive  nature  within  that  section ;  the  case  finds 
that  the  manufacture  of  them  is  attended  with  danger  to 
the  persons  employed  in  it,  and  that  the  danger  consists 
in  the  degree  of  pressure  employed  "  in  order  to  secure 
the  greatest  amount  of  explosive  power.*' 

Secondly.  The  enactment  in  sect  6  is  divisible;  it 
contains  an  absolute  prohibition  of  the  manufacture  of 
any  preparation  or  composition  "  of  an  explosive  nature'* 
without  a  license;  and  then  it  goes  on  to  provide  that 
the  manufacture  of  certain  enumerated  articles,  including 
''  fulminating  mercury  or  other  preparation  or  composi- 
tion of  equally  explosive  power,**  shall  not  be  carried  on 
within  100  yards  firom  any  dwelling  house  or  building. 
Section  7  provides  that  the  prohibited  articles  shall  be 


Lillet. 
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forfeited^  and  imposes  a  penalty  for  making  percussion  1352. 
caps,  or  making  or  keeping  "ammunition,  fireworks,  B^ga 
fulminating  mercury,  or  other  explosive  preparation  or 
composition"  contrary  to  the  Act, — without  defining  of 
what  the  composition  shall  consist,  or  what  its  particular 
strength  shall  be.  By  sect  11,  "it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  justices  of  the  peace  for  each  county  or  other  division, 
at  their  General  Quarter  Sessions,  or  for  the  council  of 
any  borough,  upon  application  made  to  them  by  any  per- 
son, firom  time  to  time  to  license  places  for  the  making 
of  loaded  percussion  caps,  and  for  the  making  and  keep- 
ing respectively  of  ammunition,  fireworks,  fulminating 
mercury,  or  other  explosive  preparations  or  compositions, 
and  to  determine  the  quantities  of  such  articles  respect- 
ively  to  be  kept  in  any  place  so  licensed,  and  to  grant 
licenses  to  persons  to  sell  fireworks/^  The  words  are 
general  also  in  that  section ;  and  the  clause  empowering 
the  justices  or  council  to  determine  the  quantities  of  such 
articles  respectively  to  be  kept  in  any  place  so  licensed 
would  have  been  unnecessary  if  sect  6  limited  these  com- 
positions in  the  manner  contended  for;  because  sect.  6, 
in  the  clause  following  that  cited,  defines,  with  reference 
to  certain  specified  articles,  what  quantity  shall  be  kept 
In  sects.  13  and  17,  also,  the  words  are  general. 
[Blackburn  J.  The  information  seems  to  be  for  making 
and  keeping  explosive  preparations  and  compcMsitions  in 
a  building  improperly  situated,  not  for  making  and 
keeping  them  in  a  building  for  which  a  license  had  not 
been  obtained.]  The  Court  will  amend  the  case  if 
necessary  for  the  determination  of  the  question.  Sect.  6 
makes  a  distinction  between  the  making  and  the  keeping 
of  articles  of  an  explosive  nature.  [Cockburn  C.  J.  The 
Court  cannot  alter  the  information.     The  magistrate 
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1862.  asks  us  whether  he  ought  to  have  convicted  upon  it  as 
Bu„       it  stands.] 

Lillet  Then,  as  to  the  words  "other  preparation  or  composi- 

tion of  equally  explosive  power/'  in  the  second  clause  of 
sect  6,  upon  which  the  magistrate  declined  to  convict 
because  these  fog  signals  were  not  of  equally  explosive 
power  as  fulminating  mercury ;  they  must  mean  "other 
preparation  or  composition  of  similar  explosive  power/' 
with  reference  to  the  dangerous  effects  of  the  explosive 
power,  and  not  of  a  power  equally  explosive  chemically 
considered.  [Cockbum  C.  J.  This  is  not  the  manu- 
facture of  an  explosive  article  such  as  gunpowder ;  nor  is 
it  analogous  to  fulminating  mercury.]  The  last  clause 
insect  6  refers  to  gunpowder : — "  Every  person  keeping 
or  using  any  factory  for  the  making  of  ammunition  or 
fireworks  shall  have,  at  a  distance  of  not  less  than  fifty 
yards  from  any  workshop  connected  with  the  manu&c- 
ture,  a  magazine  or  magazines,  bmlt  with  brick  or  stone, 
for  the  receiving  and  safely  keeping  the  gunpowder  or 
other  explosive  materials  used  in  the  manufisu^ture,  and 
the  cartridges  or  fireworks,  (as  the  case  may  be)  made 
at  such  factory.''  [  Wightman  J.  That  would  include 
the  case  of  this  fog  signal.]  And  the  fulminating 
powder  in  it.  [^Blackburn  J.  Sect.  9  shews  what  the 
Legislature  meant  by  fireworks : — "  If  any  person  throw, 
cast,  or  fire,  or  aid  or  assist  in  throwing,  casting,  or 
firing,  any  squib,  serpent,  rocket,  or  other  firework,  in 
or  into  any  thoroughfare  or  public  place,  he  shall  for 
every  such  offence  forfeit  any  sum  not  exceeding  5/.*' 
A  man  putting  a  fog  signal  on  the  rail  of  a  railway  is 
not  within  that  enactment]  If  a  man  threw  a  fog 
signal  into  the  street,  and  it  exploded,  he  would  be 
within  sect  9.     [Cochburn  C.  J.     A  war  or  Congreve 
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rocket  would  not  be  a  firework  within  the  statute ;  it  1862. 
is  applied  to  a  totally  diflFerent  purpose.]  The  word  bum 
"rocket*'  is  used  in  sect.  9  without  any  qualification.  Uu.n. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent 

CocKBUKN  C.  J.  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  magis- 
trate was  wrong  in  his  decision.  There  is  great  difficulty 
in  disjoining  the  two  parts  of  the  same  clause  in  sect.  6 
of  Stat  23  &  24  Vict  c.  139.,  the  first  part  of  which 
requires  a  license  in  order  to  manufactiu*e  the  specified 
articles,  and  the  second  part  of  which  relates  to  the 
distances  firom  buildings  at  which  the  specified  articles 
shall  be  kept.  However,  the  case  is  within  the  mischief 
contemplated  by  the  Legislature;  and,  as  my  learned 
Brothers  think  that  a  construction  can  be  put  upon  the 
Act  of  Parliament  which  will  warrant  a  conviction,  I  will 
not  say  anything  to  weaken  the  force  of  a  decision  to 
that  effect 

WioHTMAN  J.  The  manufacture  and  keeping  of  these 
detonating  articles  called  fog  signals  is  clearly  within 
the  miwhief  contemplated  by  stat.  23  &  24  Vict  c.  139. 
I  am  disposed  to  think  that  they  are  fireworks ;  and 
that  they  are  a  special  species  of  cracker.  If,  on  the 
5th  of  November,  or  on  some  other  occasion  on  which 
fireworks  are  usually  let  off,  a  person  let  off  one  of  these 
fog  signals  in  a  thoroughfare  or  public  place,  he  would 
be  within  sect.  9.  [His  Lordship  read  it.]  I  presume 
that  an  ordinary  cracker  would  come  within  the  term 
"firework*'  in  that  section;  and,  if  so,  it  seems  to  me 
that  a  fog  signal  would  be  equally  within  the  mischief 
contemplated   by  it     I  am  disposed  to  think  (though 
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1862.       ^0*  without  some  doubt,  because  my  brother  Blackburn 
^^[1^        does  not  arrive  at  the  same  conduaion)  that  this  is  a 
^j  ^'  "  firework''  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

Blackburn  J.  I  have  also  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  magistrate,  upon  the  case  before  us,  ought  to 
have  convicted ;  though  not  quite  upon  the  same  ground 
as  my  brother  Wightman.  I  think  that  the  magistrate 
was  right  in  construing  the  term  "fireworks,''  in  the 
Act,  to  mean  well  known  articles  of  commerce,  of  a 
different  description  from  fog  signals ;  and  therefore,  as 
at  present  advised,  I  think  he  would  have  been  wrong 
in  convicting  upon  the  ground  that  these  fog  signals 
were  fireworks.  But  I  think  that,  on  another  ground, 
he  ought  to  have  convicted  the  respondent.  The  infor- 
mation charged  him  with  making  and  keeping  a  quantity 
of  "  fireworks,  explosive  preparations  and  compositions'' 
in  a  building  wherein  it  was  not  lawful  to  make  and 
keep  "  such  fireworks,  explosive  preparations  and  com- 
positions." By  sect.  7  a  penalty  of  10/.  is  imposed  on 
every  person  making  or  causing  to  be  made  percussion 
caps,  or  other  explosive  preparation  or  composition, 
contrary  to  the  Act.  The  question,  therefore,  which  the 
magistrate  had  to  determine  was  whether,  when  tbe 
respondent  made  these  fog  signals  in  these  premises,  he 
was  there  making  an  explosive  preparation,  contrary  to  the 
Act.  Now  sect.  6  enacts  : — "  The  following  regulations 
shall  be  observed  with  regard  to  the  manufacture  of 
loaded  percussion  caps,  and  the  manufacture  and  keep- 
ing of  ammunition,  fireworks,  fulminating  mercury  or 
any  other  preparation  or  composition  of  an  explosive 
nature."  On  the  facts  it  appears  that  these  fog  signals 
were  preparations  of  an  explosive  nature  just  as  much 
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as  a  percnasion  cap  is  a  preparation  of  an  explosive  1862. 
nature.  Then  sect.  6  goes  on  to  say  :  *'  No  snch  manu-  Bun 
iactnie  shall  be  carried  on  without  such  license  for  that       .  ^- 

LiLLXT. 

purpose  as  hereinaflter  mentioned/'     It  strikes  me  that, 
if  the  respondent  carried  on  the  manufacture  of  a  prepara- 
tion of  an  explosive  natui*e  without  a  license,  he  did  so 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act ;  and,  if  the  section 
stopped  there,  I  think  it  would  be  plain  enough  that, 
when  he  carried  on  the  manufacture  of  any  article  of 
an  explosive  nature   (which  I  think  a  fog  signal  is) 
without  a  license,   he  incurred   the   penalty.     Then, 
immediately  after,  the  section  goes  on  to  say : — ^'  Or 
within  the  respective  distances  hereinafter  mentioned, 
and  set  opposite  to  the  descriptions  of  the  respective 
articles;   (that   is  to  say),  Percussion   caps   50  yards. 
Ammunition   100   yards,   Fireworks    50   yards,    Ful- 
minating mercury  or  other  preparation  or  composi- 
tion of  equally  explosive  power  100  yards/'     I  attach 
a  good  deal  of  weight   to  the  change  of  the  word 
from  **  nature*'  to  "  power."     The  reason  why  the 
Legislature  should  prescribe  a  distance  from  a  dwelling 
bouae  within  which  this  manufiacture  should  not  be 
carried  on  depends  on  the  distance  to  which,  in  case  of 
explosion,  mischief  would  extend.     Percussion  caps  and 
fireworks,  which  asre  assumed  to  be  articles  which  would 
not  explode  with  great  violence,  may  be  manufactured 
within  fifty  yards,  because,  beyond  that  distance,  they 
would  not  explode  so  as  to  do  mischief.     If  the  articles 
are  ammunition,  or  fulminating  mercury,  or  other  pre- 
paration or  composition  of  equally  explosive  power,  it  is 
supposed  that  the  explosion  would  be  much  more  violent, 
and  Aerefore  they  are  not  to  be  manufactured  within 
100  yards.    But  there  may  be  articles  and  preparations 
of  an  explosive   nature  which   are  neither   of   these. 
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1862.  <^d  ^  to  them  the  Legislature  has  specified  no  dia- 
^^^  tance ;  and^  according  to  my  Tiew  of  the  enactment, 
a  person  making  an  article  of  an  ezplosiye  nature  which 
does  not  come  within  those  descriptions  for  which  cer- 
tain distances  have  been  specified^  must  get  a  license, 
whether  the  place  in  which  he  makes  it  is  next  door 
to  a  dwelling  house,  or  in  the  middle  of  Dartmoor^ 
many  miles  from  one.  This  construction  makes 
the  statute  not  insensible  legislation  (though  I  say 
nothing  in  favour  of  the  disposition  of  the  sentences), 
because,  by  sects.  11  and  13,  the  justices  may  either 
refuse  the  license  or  they  may  grant  their  license  condi- 
tionally upon  precautionary  measures  being  taken  and 
maintained.  In  the  present  case,  although  I  think  that 
these  fog  signals  are  not  fireworks,  and  so  there  is  no 
provision  as  to  the  distance  within  which  they  may  be 
made,  still  the  respondent  made  them  in  a  place  which 
was  not  licensed ;  and  therefore  he  acted  contrary  to  the 
statute. 

Mellor  J.  We  are  all  agreed  that  the  case  is  within 
the  mischief  contemplated  by  stat.  23  &  24  Vict  c.  139., 
and,  upon  the  whole,  I  think  that  the  words  of  sect.  6 
are  sufficient  to  warrant  the  construction  contended  for 
by  Mr.  Spooner,  though  I  have  felt  some  doubt  in  the 
course  of  the  argument.  Taking  the  6th  section  t(^ther 
with  the  11th,  12th  and  13th  sections,  I  have  come  to 
the  same  conclusion  as  that  at  which  my  brother  Bhck- 
Aunt  has  arrived, — that,  with  reference  to  the  manufacture 
of  explosive  matters  generally,  there  must  be  a  license, 
and  the  justices  must  exercise  a  discretion  whether  the 
place  is  proper  in  which  that  manufacture  should  be 
carried  on ; — but  with  reference  to  certain  articles  spe- 
cified in  the  6th   section,  namely   '*  Percussion   caps, 
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ammmiition^  fireworks^  fulminating  mercury  or  other       1862. 
preparation  or  composition  of  equally  explosive  power/'         bum 
the  L^ialatnre  has  not  thought  fit  to  leave  that  to  the       lilubt. 
discretion  of  the  justices,  but  has  fixed  certain  distances 
from  dwelling  houses  within  which  that  manufiEu;ture  must 
not  he  carried  on  even  with  a  license ;  and  therefore^  in 
this  case,  the  magistrate  ought  to  have  convicted  the 
respondent. 

Case  remitted. 


Shakp,  appellant,  Hainsworth,  respondent,      ^^^^kh 

Upon  a  complaint  raider  rtat.  20  G.  2.  e.  19.  *.  1.,  by  an  artificer   ,,  i.  '    '    ' 
tgaiost  his  master  for  nonpayment  of  wages,  the  justices  may  make  a   j^aster  and 
deduction  from  the  wages  on  ihe  gromid  that  the  work  was  badly  done,     servant. 


Wi 


'uction. 


pASE  stated  by  justices  under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict. 
e.4S. 

At  a  pettj  session  for  the  West  Biding  of  the  county 
of  York,  held  in  Bradfordy  the  information  and  com- 
plaiat  of  Abimelech  Hainsworth,  the  respondent :  that 
Henry  Sharp,  the  appellant,  was  justly  and  truly  in- 
debted to  the  respondent  in  the  sum  of  3/.  1«.  ^d.,  being 
wages  for  work  and  labour  done  and  performed  by  him 
for  the  appellant,  which  said  sum  the  appellant  neg- 
lected and  refused  to  pay,  although  the  same  had  been 
lawfuDy  demanded,  contrary  to  the  statute  in  that  case 
made  and  provided  :  was  heard  and  determined. 

The  respondent,  who  was  a  clothier,  had  been  recently 
employed  by  the  appellant,  a  blanket  manufacturer,  to 
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1862.  weave  blankets,  the  appellant  supplying  the  weft  and 
gg^^p  warp.  The  respondent  claimed  3/.  1*.  3d.  as  wages  for 
HAiFswoaxH  ^^^'^g*  which  the  appellant  resisted  on  the  ground 
that  the  blankets  delivered  by  the  respondent  were 
badly  woven,  and  were  not  of  the  proper  lengths ;  that 
if  the  respondent  had  woven  the  blankets  according  to 
order  the  price  would  have  been  5s.  each,  and  that  they 
had  been  sold  as  spoiled  goods  at  2s.  per  blanket.  The 
respondent  stated  that  the  materials  supplied  to  him  for 
weaving  were  bad,  and  that  he  wove  the  blankets  as  well 
as  any  man  could  with  the  materials  he  had. 

The  justices  found  that  the  respondent  had  made 
some  of  the  blankets  so  woven  by  him  for  the  appellant 
shorter,  and  others  longer,  than  the  respondent  had  been 
ordered  to  make  them,  and  that  the  appellant  had  in 
consequence  been  obliged  to  sell  them  at  a  serious  loss. 
But  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  adduced  to  satisfy 
them  that  the  blankets  had  been  ill  woven  or  the  work 
ill  done,  save  as  to  the  improper  lengths. 

It  was  contended  for  the  appellant  that  the  justices 
were  bound  to  deduct  or  set  off  the  amount  of  the 
alleged  damages  arising  from  the  improper  lengths  from 
and  against  the  amount  of  the  wages  claimed,  and  that 
they  were  legally  authorized  to  do  sa 

The  justices  adjudicated  nevertheless  in  favour  of  the 
respondent,  and  made  an  order  for  the  payment  of  the 
wages  claimed,  namely,  31.  Is.  3d.,  and  that  if  that  sum 
were  not  paid  at  the  end  of  twenty-one  days  next  after 
their  determination,  it  was  to  be  raised  by  distress  and 
sale  of  the  appellant^s  goods  and  chattels,  and  failing 
these  the  appellant  was  to  be  imprisoned  for  one 
month. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whe- 
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ther  the  determination  of  the  justices  upon  the  facts  and        1862. 
grounds  stated  was  erroneous  in  point  of  law.  Shakp" 


Haixsworth. 


Ckatby,  for  the  appellant,— By  stat.  20  G.  2.  c.  19. 
s.  1.,  it  is  enacted,  that  complaints^  differences  and  dis- 
putes which  shall  happen  and  arise  between  masters  and 
artificers  shall  be  heard  and  determined  by  one  or  more 
justice  or  justices  of  the  peace^  who  is  empowered  to 
examine  upon  oath  any  such  artificer  or  any  other  wit- 
ness or  witnesses  touching  any  such  complaint^  differ- 
ence or  dispute,  "  and  to  make  such  order  for  payment 
of  so  much  wages''  to  such  artificer  ''as  to  such  justice 
or  justices  shall  seem  just  and  reasonable.''  In  the 
present  case  there  is  a  dispute  between  the  master  and 
the  artificer;  the  master  says^  that  the  wages  to  be 
earned  by  the  artificer  were  the  money  which  would  be 
dne  to  him  for  making  the  blankets  according  to  order, 
and  that  the  wages  agreed  upon  have  not  been  earned. 
{Wightman  J.  Is  the  improper  mode  in  which  the 
blankets  were  made  a  set-off  against,  or  forfeiture  of,  the 
wages?]  The  justices,  in  making  an  order  for  payment 
of  wages,  may  take  into  account,  as  matter  of  deduction, 
tliat  the  work  was  not  done,  or  was  badly  done. 
Where  a  person  is  employed  to  do  anything  to  a  chattel, 
and  he  does  it  improperly,  the  amount  of  loss  suffered 
by  the  employer  in  consequence  of  the  work  being  badly 
done  is  matter  of  deduction  from  the  price  agreed  to  be 
paid  for  the  work.  In  an  action  for  an  agreed  price  of 
work,  which  is  to  be  performed  according  to  contract, 
it  is  competent  for  the  defendant  to  shew  that  the  work, 
in  consequence  of  the  nonperformance  of  the  contract, 
is  diminished  in  value ;  Mondel  v.  Steel  (a),  per  Parke  B., 
(a)  SM.fW.  858.  870,  871. 
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1862.  i^  deliyering  the  judgment  of  the  C!ourt.  [^Coctbum 
Sharp  ^'  '•  ^^^'  ^0  O.  2.  c.  19.  s.  I.  gives  the  justice  or 
Hainswobth  J^*^^®^  power  ''  to  make  such  order  for  payment  of  so 
much  wages''  ^'  as  to  such  justice  or  justices  shall  seem 
just  and  reasonable/'  In  the  present  case  the  master 
says  the  work  is  not  done  because  it  is  spoiled ;  then  the 
justices  may  say,  the  amount  of  wages  reasonably  due  is 
so  much  less  than  that  claimed  by  the  loss  which  is 
occasioned  to  the  master  by  reason  of  the  bad  work. 
WightmanJ.  Suppose  a  cross  action  by  the  master 
against  the  serrant  for  spoiling  the  goods  by  bad  workj 
the  artificer  might  have  some  difficulty  in  setting  up 
this  order  as  an  answer ;  but  the  words  of  sect  1  are 
general,  that  the  power  of  the  justices  is  to  order  pay- 
ment of  so  much  wages  as  to  them  "  shall  seem  just 
and  reasonable/'  not ''  so  much  as  was  contracted  for.''] 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

CoGKBUHN  C.  J.  The  case  must  be  remitted  to  the 
justices  with  our  opinion,  that  they  may  take  into  their 
consideration  the  question  whether  the  work  was  so 
badly  done  that  the  master  got  no  benefit  from  it,  or 
that  the  value  of  the  work  was  so  deteriorated  as  that 
the  whole  amount  of  wages  was  not  earned. 

WioHTMAN  and  Blackbubn  JJ.  concurred. 

Mellor  J.  The  justices  may  make  a  deduction  firom 
the  amount  of  wages  claimed,  on  the  ground  that  there 
has  not  been  a  meritorious  performance  of  the  contract 

Case  remitted. 
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The  Queen  against  the  Inhabitants  of  St. 
Clement  Danes. 

An  Iruk  woman  unmarried,  and  not  having  any  settlement  in  England^ 
applied  to  the  relieying  officer  of  a  nnion  for  an  order  of  admission  to  the 
voikhooM,  stating  that  she  was  in  distress  and  lived  in  C,  one  of  the 
parishes  within  the  nnion,  and  expected  her  confinement  that  day.  He 
declined  to  give  her  an  order,  but  told  her  when  she  became  bad  to  eo 
to  the  woikhouse  and  she  would  be  admittfd.  In  the  eyening  of  the 
same  day,  finding  labour  coming  on,  she  went  to  the  workhouse  and  told 
the  master  that  she  had  applied  to  the  relieyine  officer  for  an  order 
without  success,  and  ^at  sne  was  liying  in  C. :  she  was  admitted,  and 
deliyeied  of  a  child  two  hours  after.  The  master  entered  the  name  of 
the  mother  in  the  books  as  "  casual,"  and  charged  her  and  her  child  to 
the  common  fund ;  and,  these  entries  having  been  laid  before  the  guar- 
dians, the  relief  of  the  mother  and  child  was  charged  to  the  common 
fbnd.  After  remaining  in  the  workhouse  a  fortnight,  the  mother  returned 
with  her  child  to  her  former  residence,  and  continued  there  for  about 
twelve  months ;  she  then  went  with  her  child  to  G^  and  after  four  months 
was  admitted  into  a  reformatory  in  P.  The  child  was  not  admissible 
into  it,  and,  beconiing  chargeable  to  6F.,  an  order  for  its  removal  to  C. 
was  made  with  its  mothers  assent,  notwithstanding  stat.  9  &  10  VicL 
f.66.*.a:  Held, 

1.  That  the  child  was  removable,  the  mother  being  unable  to  afford 
it  nurture,  and  being  already  separated  from  it. 

2L  That  the  mother,  when  admitted  into  the  workhouse,  was  charge- 
able to  C.  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101.  »,  56.,  and, 
amhU^  also  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  54  G.  3.  c,  170.  «.  3.,  and  the 
child  was  therefore  settled  in  mat  parish  by  reason  of  its  birth  in  the 
uni(»  wozkhouse. 

f\iH  appeal  to  the  Middksex  Quarter  Sessions^  in  April, 
1861,  by  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  St  Clement 
Danes^  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  Mary 
(y Connor,  othenrise  McCarthy,  from  the  parish  of  St. 
GHes  in  tlie  Fields  to  the  parish  of  St  Clement  Danes, 
the  Sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  follow- 
bg  case. 

EUen  O'Connor,  otherwise  McCarthy,  the  mother  of 
the  pauper  child,  being  unmarried,  was,  on  the  26th 
November,  1856,  residing,  and  for  nine  months  pre- 
Tioualj  had  resided,  with  her  sister  in  Vere  Street,  in 
tbe  parish  of  St.  Clement  Danes,  in  the  Strand  Union, 


Saturday, 
yoveniher\oi)\. 

Age  of  nur- 
ture. 

Remopabiliiy, 
9  #  10  Vkt. 
c.  66.  *.  3. 
Birth  in  taork- 
house. 
Settlement. 
54  G.  3.  <?.  170. 
«.3. 

7  #  8  Vict. 
e.  101.  s.  56. 
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1352.       earning  her  livelihood    during  the  whole  of  sach  time 

"^he  QoBBiT   ^y  selling  vegetables  in  the  streets.      She  was  an  Irish 

I  h  h''    t8  f  ^^^^'^^  ^^*  having  any  settlement  in  England  ;  she  had 

St.  Clememt    never  received  relief:  and,  unless  the  application  and 

Daubs.  ,     .    .  t-v 

admission  hereinafter  stated  amount  to  chargeabuityy 

had  never  been  chai^eable  to  the  said  parish.  On  the 
26th  November,  she,  then  being  pregnant  and  destitute, 
walked  to  the  offices  of  the  Slrand  Union,  situate  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Paul^  Caveni  Garden^  which  is  the  proper 
place  for  poor  persons  residing  within  the  union  to  apply 
for  relief.  She  there  saw  Joseph  Walker^  one  of  the 
relieving  officers  of  the  imion,  and  asked  him  for  an 
order  for  her  admission  into  the  workhouse,  being,  as  she 
said,  in  distress,  and  expecting  to  be  confined  everyday; 
she  also  told  him  that  she  lived  at  her  sister's  in  Vere 
Street,  in  the  parish  of  St  Clement  Danes.  He  said  he 
would  call  there  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  what  she  had 
said.  He  said  he  could  not  give  her  an  order  for  admis- 
sion into  the  workhouse,  but  that  when  she  was  taken 
bad  she  was  to  come  again  to  the  office;  she  replied 
that  she  expected  to  be  put  to  bed  that  day ;  he  then 
said  that  she  might  not  be  taken  bad  so  soon,  and  that 
if  she  was  taken  bad  she  was  to  come  to  him  ibr  an 
order,  or  if  there  was  not  time  she  might  go  to  the  work- 
house of  the  union  in  Cleveland  Street,  and  she  would 
be  admitted.  [It  was  admitted  during  the  argument 
that  the  workhouse  of  the  Strand  Union  was  locally 
situated  out  of  the  union,  and  in  the  parish  of  St. 
PancrasJ]  She  did  not  know,  before  he  told  her, 
where  the  union  workhouse  was ;  she  then  returned  to 
the  house  in  Vere  Street^  where  she  was  living.  On  the 
same  day  the  said  relieving  officer  called  there,  and  ascer- 
tained that  the  statements  made  by  EUen  O^  Connor  were 
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true^  but  he  dedined  to  give  her  an  order  for  admission        1862. 

into  the  workhouse,  and  said  that  when  she  became  bad    The  Qubbk 

she  was  to  go  to  the  workhouse.     On  the  same  evening,  inhabitants  of 

finding  labour  coming  on,  Elkn  (T  Connor  walked  fipom   ^'•pjj'/jji^"* 

her  residence  to  the  union  workhouse ;  when  she  arriyed 

there  she  was  in  a  state  of  prostration ;  she  first  saw  the 

porter,  who  fetched  the  master  of  the  workhouse ;  she 

told  him  that  she  was  in  labour;  he  asked  her  why  she 

had  not  applied  at  the  union  office  for  an  order  of  admis- 

lion,  to  which  she  replied  that  she  had  done  so  without 

success ;  she  also  told  him  that  she  was  living  in  St 

CUmeni  Danes,  and  had  been  so  for  nine  months  pre- 

vioosly.  She  was  then  admitted  into  the  workhouse,  and 

▼as  delivered  of  a  child  (the  pauper)  about  two  hours 

after  admission.    She  was  suffering  bora  pregnancy  only, 

and  after  remaining  for  a  fortnight  in  the  workhouse, 

she  Yolontarily  returned  to  her  former  residence  in  Vere 

Street,  taking  her  child  with  her,  where  she  continued  to 

reside  for  about  twelve  months,  supporting  herself  and 

it  in  the  same  way  as  before.     She  then  went  with  her 

child  and  her  sister  into  St.  Gules',  the  removing  parish, 

where  she    continued  to    reside  about  four    months. 

She  was  then  taken  into  an  asylum  called  The  Home  of 

Hope,  situate  in  St.  Pancras,  which  was  a  private  charity 

establishment  for  the  purpose  of  reforming  unfortunate 

girls  and  procuring  them  situations.    Not  being  allowed 

to  take  her  child  into  the  asylum,  she  left  it  with  her 

sister  in  St  GUe^t  who  promised  to  take  care  of  it 

during  her  absence.  This  she  did  for  a  short  time,  when, 

becoming  unable  to  maintain  the  child  any  longer,  she 

took  it  to  St.  GHetf  workhouse,  where  it  was  at  once 

admitted.    An  officer  of  St.  GiUff  parish  saw  the  mother, 

and  she  consented  to  the  removal  of  the  child  under  the 

VOL.   III.  L  B.    &    8. 
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TheQusn 

V. 

InhftbitanU  of 

St.  Clkmkmt 

Davks. 


present  order;  and  it  ib  found  by  the  Sesaions  that  the 
removal  was  for  the  child's  benefit.  The  relieving  oflScer, 
to  whom  application  was  first  made^  had  anthoiity 
to  give  an  order  of  admissicm  to  the  mother;  he 
made  no  entry  of  the  application  having  been  made; 
but,  when  she  was  admitted  into  the  workhouse,  the 
porter  of  the  union  made  an  entry  in  a  book  kept  by 
him,  called  the  Rough  Admission  and  Discharge 
Book,  to  the  effect  following, ''  Wednesday,  26th  November, 
1856,  M'Carihf,  Ellen,  age  20;''  and  the  master  added 
*'  Casual,  C.  F."  to  this  entry ;  ''  C.  F."  meaning  common 
fund.  The  master's  admission  and  discharge  book,  kept 
by  him  in  pursuance  of  the  orders  of  the  Poor  Law 
Board,  contained  entries  in  his  handwriting  of  the  day 
of  the  month  and  the  day  of  the  week  respectively  on 
which  the  mother  was  admitted  into  the  workhouse,  and 
her  child  was  bom;  and  the  following  are  extracts: — 


Num. 

Pwlahto 
which 
cli»s«d. 

B^whoM 

oidtf 

ITbomfaithA 

HooMtiiameor 

thePvent. 

CMMeofnekiaff 

dHlonattlMtbMor 
Stnena  remacfci. 

Conunon 
Fund. 

Common 
Fond. 

TheMaftar. 

SUmMeC^rai9- 

DMtltotloB  and 

DtaMM> 

lataboor. 

It  was  proved  to  be  the  practice  of  the  master  of  the 
union  workhouse  to  enter  persons  as  **  casual"  who  were 
admitted  by  him  without  an  order,  unless  he  knew  them 
to  be  settled  in  one  of  the  parishes  in  the  union ;  he 
stated  he  would  have  done  so  in  this  instance  if  he  had 
known  that  the  applicant  had  been  living  nine  months 
in  one  of  those  parishes.  These  entries  having  been 
laid  before  the  guardians,  the  relief  of  EUen  O'Connor 
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and  her  child  while  in  the  workhouse  was  charged  to  the        1862. 
common  fimd  of  the  union.  The  Quesh 

It  was  contended^  by  the  respondents^  that  the  pauper  inh^tiJ^ntfl  of 
child  could,  under  the  circumstances  above  mentioned,  ^^^Dasm*"* 
lawfullj  be  removed  without  its  mother  to  the  place  of 
its  settlement,  and  that  such  child  was  settled  in  the 
appellant  parish,  by  reason  of  its  birth  in  the  union 
vorkhouse,  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  stats,  54 
G.  3.  c.  170.  1.  a  and  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101.  s.  56.,  and 
the  other  statutes  in  that  behalf;  and  that  the  relief  of 
EUen  (yOmnar  and  her  child,  while  in  the  StrandVmon 
workhouse,  was  wrongfully  and  illegaUy  charged  to  the 
common  fund. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended,  by  the  appel- 
lants, that  the  pauper  child  being  within  the  age  of 
nurture  could  not  be  removed  without  the  mother ;  and 
tliat  the  pauper  child  acquired  no  settlement  in  the 
appellant  parish  by  reason  of  its  birth  in  the  workhouse 
of  the  Strand  Union. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  pauper 
child  could  be  removed  without  her  mother,  and  that 
she  acquired  a  settlement  in  the  parish  of  St  Clement 
Dixnes,  by  reason  of  her  birth  in  the  union  workhouse^ 
then  the  order  of  removal  and  the  order  of  Quarter 
Sessions  were  to  be  confirmed ;  but  if  the  Court  should 
decide  either  of  these  questions  in  the  negative  the 
orders  were  to  be  quashed. 

Po&m^  for  the  respondents. — First.  The  child,  though 
vithm  the  age  of  nurture,  might  be  removed  to  the 
place  of  her  settlement  without  her  mother.  Her 
mother,  being  absent  and  in  another  parish,  could  not 
be  removed  with  her ;  for  the  parish  of  St.  Giles  had 
L  2 
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1862.        no  coutroul  over  the  mother.     Suppose  the  mother  was 

TheQuKEH    dead,  or  had  deserted  her  child,  and  could  not  be  found? 

Inhabitants  of  [-SfocA&Mm  J.     The  present  case  is  within  the  principle 

^^Da^H^''^  of  the  decision  in  Reff.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Combs  (a), 

which,  as  it  appears  Coleridge  J.  dissented,  must  have 

been  well  considered.]     That  case  was  stronger  than 

the  present,  because  relief  to  the  children  was  relief  to 

the  mother,  and  she  might  have  been  removed  with 

them. 

Secondly.  The  mother,  being  an  Irish  woman  and 
having  no  settlement,  her  child  was  settled  in  the  parish 
of  its  birth.  And  though  the  birth  in  fact  took  place 
in  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras^  in  law  it  took  place  in  the 
parish  from  which  the  mother  was  sent  to  the  workhouse. 
By  Stat.  54  G,  3.  c.  170.  s,  3.  the  child,  so  Ceut  as  regards 
its  settlement,  is  to  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  bom  in 
the  parish  by  which  the  mother  was  sent  to,  and  on 
account  of  which  the  mother  was  received  and  main- 
tained in  the  workhouse.  The  mother  applied  for  admis- 
sion into  the  workhouse  as  a  parishioner  of  St  Ckment 
Danes  ;  and,  as  she  could  only  be  sent  there  as  resident  in 
one  of  the  parishes  of  the  union,  she  was  virtually  sent 
to  the  workhouse  by  the  relieving  officer  of  the  union  as 
agent  for  the  parish  of  St  Clement  Danes;  so  that  in  law 
she  was  received  and  maintained  in  the  workhouse  as  a 
parishioner  of  St  Clement  Danes^  though  she  was  entered 
as  casual  poor,  and  charged  to  the  common  fund  of  the 
union.  Casual  poor  are  defined  in  Archb.  Poor  Law, 
335,  10th  ed.,  to  be  "those  poor  persons  who  are  not 
settled  in  the  parish  nor  reside  there,  but  who  happen 
casually  to  be  there  at  a  time  when,  from  some  accident 
occurring  to  them,  or  from  their  being  suddenly  afficted 

(a)  5  ^.  #  A  892. 
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with  some  illness^  tbey  are  obliged  to  resort  to  tbe  parish        is62. 
officers  for  relief/^     Further,  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101.    The  Qubch 
*.  56.  enacts  that,  for  the  purposes  of  relief,  settlement,  jnhabhknts  of 
&a,  the  workhouse  of  any  union  or  parish  shall  be  con-    St.  Climbui 
sidered  as  sitoated  in  the  parish  to  which  each  poor 
person  to  be  relieved  or  otherwise  concerned  in  any  such 
purpose  is  or  has  been  chargeable.     Here  the  mother 
▼as  l^ally  chargeable  to  the  parish  of  St  Clement  Danes, 
and  the  birth  of  the  child  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
in  that  parish.     [He  was  then  stopped.] 

Keane  {Le  Breton  with  him),  for  the  appellants. — 
First  The  child  could  not  be  removed  without  its 
mother,  who  was  able  to  eani  her  livelihood  and  sup- 
port  it,  and  there  was  no  abandonment  of  it  by  her. 
[Coeibum  C.  J.  It  would  be  an  idle  proceeding  to 
summon  the  mother :  she  could  not  earn  anything  in 
the  Reformatory.] 

Secondly.  To  bring  the  case  within  stat.  54  O,  3. 
c.  170.  *.  3.,  or  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101.  s.  56.,  the 
mother  must  have  been  actually  chargeable  to  the 
parish  of  St.  Clement  Danes.  Art  88  of  the  Consoli- 
dated Orders  of  the  Poor  Law  Board,  Archb.  Poor 
Law,  p.  307,  10th  ed.,  which  by  stat  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76. 
<>  42.  have  the  force  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  directs 
tbat  a  pauper  shall  be  admitted  into  the  workhouse 
"without  any  order,  in  any  case  of  sudden  or  urgent 
necessity.''  Therefore  it  was  the  duty  of  the  master 
of  the  union  workhouse  to  admit  the  woman,  under 
the  circomstances  in  which  she  was,  without  an  order ; 
and  then  the  relief  given  to  her  was  properly  charged 
to  tbe  common  fund.  [Melhr  J.  Art.  88  does  not 
direct  the  relief  to  be  charged  to  the  common  fund.] 
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ls<^        or  wm  mjfC  dasr^ahb^  to  1^  ^aaoA  6l  SLCItmeni  Dimes 
toras  (A  tfe  namans  of  itai.  7  fc  8  VkL  c.  101.  $.  56. 


,  ^.  ^       _  I  kxie  b^  soczK  doabc^  mmi  I  am  not  nofw  altogeiheT 


St.  Cuxdt  firee  firxn  dcxibc  Bat  I  think  it  is  too  mnch  to  say 
tkat  a  vcman  wboae  Ubovr  b  i—iii«#wt  is  not  a  pauper^ 
acd  is  noc  cbar«eahfe.  Here,  dioogh  the  woman  was 
not  actmJiT  iBtciiiug  relief  jet,  in  the  same  eveniiig, 
Ae  vas  in  dmmistaneei  which  required  that  relief 
■hocld  he  grrcB  to  her;  and  I  think  that  it  would  be 
too  narrow  a  cuMiinctkm  of  die  statnte  to  hold  that 
she  vas  not  diargeahfe. 


BLACKBrmx  J.  Whenever  an  impotent  perMHi^  on 
aeoDont  of  poiertr,  hecunnea  entitled  to  rdie^  he  be- 
comes chai^geahle  to  die  paiiaii  wUdi  oog^t  to  rdieye 
him,  within  the  mraning  of  die  statutes  rdating  to  the 
relief  of  impotent  poor.  This  is  not  the  case  of  the 
hreaking  of  a  Umb,  or  other  aocidenty  whidi  makes  a 
person  casual  pocur ;  but  the  fixt  of  the  woman  being 
▼Cfy  poor,  and  in  an  adTanoed  state  of  pr^nancy, 
hrou^t  her  within  the  daasof  impotent  peracms  entitled 
to  relief  from  the  parish.  It  may  be  that  die  applying 
to  the  reliering  officer  of  the  union,  and  being  told  to 
go  to  the  wotrkhoose,  constituted  diaigeabilitj  within 
Stat.  54  C  &  c.  170.  s.  & ;  but  it  is  not  necessaiy  to 
decide  that,  because,  as  soon  as  she  went  to  the  work- 
house^ and  was  received  there,  she  was  chaj^eable  within 
stst  7  &  8  TusL  c  101.  s.  56.,  which  adds  to  and  extends 
the  former  Act  In  stats.  8  &  9  IF.  3.  c.  30.  «.  1.  and 
85  &.  &  c  101.  «.  1.  the  Legislature  have  said  that 
a  poor  person  shaU  not  be  removed  until  he  has  be- 
come actually  chaigeaUe ;  but  that  is  a  very  diflfeient 
matter  from  the  present  case,  where  the  question  is  as 


Dahbs. 
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to  a  child  being  considered  to  be  bom  in  the  parish        1862. 

in  which  its  mother  had  a  right  to  be  relieved.  The  Qunx 

▼. 

Inhabitants  of 

Mbllob  J.  Under  the  drcumstances  of  this  case,  it  ^^vJ;"^**' 
is  &e  same  as  if  the  nnion  workhouse  was  in  the  parish 
to  which  the  woman  was  chargeable.  There  are  no 
&cts  to  shew  that  she  was  not  received  into  the  work- 
hoose  as  of  the  parish  to  which  it  should  turn  out,  upon 
investigation,  that  she  was  chargeable.  I  think  the 
effect  is  that  she  was  received  into  the  workhouse  on 
accomit  of  the  parish  of  St,  Clement  Danes. 

Orders  confirmed. 


Habdcastlb,  appellant,  Jones,  respondent.       ^?l!^^',  ^ 

&  A,  under  thirteen  jean  of  age,  was  employed  in  "  skntching"  goods  Print-warka 

yhiefa  had  heen  prerioiislj  printed :  she  was  employed  in  a  room  or  shed,  '^^^  8  &  9 

m  which  "  finiahin|;*'  alone  was  carried  on,  but  which  had  an  internal  ^^^'  ^*  ^* 

ad  direct  oonminnication  with  ^rint-works,  in  which  all  the  processes  "•  ^-  ^\ 

incident  to  the  chief  process  of  printing  were  carried  on :  Held,  uiat  8.  B.  "  Finishing" 

WB8  employed  in  a  print-work  within  the  meanins  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict  "  Skutchingy 

e.  29. 9.  2l,  whether  •*  akutching**  was  an  "  incidental  printing  process"  or  Employment 

not ;  and  therefore  a  surgeon's  certificate  was  required  by  sect.  20.  ^/  child, 

p  ASE  stated  by  justices,  under  stat.  20  &  21  Fict. 
C.43. 
At  a  Petty  Sessions^  held  at  Bolton,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster;  upon  an  information  and  complaint  preferred 
hy  the  appellant,  David  Jones,  one  of  Her  Majesty's 
sub-inspectors  of  fsijciories,  against  the  respondent  James 
Bardeastk,  of  the  township  of  Bradshaw,  in  that 
ooiinty^  bleacher,  finisher,  and  calico  printer,  carrying 
on  business  under  the  name  of  James  Hardcastle  ^  Co., 
imdcr  The  Print-works  Act,  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  29.,  which 
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1862.        ^^  ^^  ^^^  chargeable  to  the  parish  of  St  Clement  Danes 

The  QuEEir     *^"^*  ^^  *^®  meaning  of  stat.  7  &  8  Vict  c.  101.  s.  56. 

T  u  1^.^'       .1  have  liad  some  doubt,  and  I  am  not  now  altogether 

Inhabitants  of  ' 

St.  Clement   free  from  doubt.     But  I  think  it  is  too  much  to  say 
Danes.  ,  ,         ,  ,  .    .        .       a-        ^ 

that  a  woman  whose  labour  is  immment  is  not  a  pauper, 

and  is  not  chargeable.     Here,  though  the  woman  was 

not  actually  receiving  relief,  yet,  in  the  same  evening, 

she  was  in  circumstances  which  required  that  relief 

should  be  given  to  her ;  and  I  think  that  it  would  be 

too  narrow  a  construction  of  the  statute  to  hold  that 

she  was  not  chargeable. 

Blackburn  J.  Whenever  an  impotent  person,  on 
account  of  poverty,  becomes  entitled  to  relief,  he  be- 
comes chargeable  to  the  parish  which  ought  to  relieve 
him,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  relating  to  the 
relief  of  impotent  poor.  This  is  not  the  case  of  the 
breaking  of  a  limb,  or  other  accident,  which  makes  a 
person  casual  poor  \  but  the  fact  of  the  woman  being 
very  poor,  and  in  an  advanced  state  of  pregnancy, 
brought  her  within  the  class  of  impotent  persons  entitled 
to  relief  from  the  parish.  It  may  be  that  the  applying 
to  the  relieving  officer  of  the  union,  and  being  told  to 
go  to  the  workhouse,  constituted  chargeability  within 
stat.  54  G.  8.  c.  170.  «.  8. ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to 
decide  that,  because,  as  soon  as  she  went  to  the  work- 
house, and  was  received  there,  she  was  chargeable  within 
stat  7  &  8  Vict  c.  101.  s.  56.,  which  adds  to  and  extends 
the  former  Act.  In  stats.  8  &  9  fT.  8.  c.  30.  «.  1.  and 
85  O.  3.  c.  101.  $.  1.  the  Legislature  have  said  that 
a  poor  person  shall  not  be  removed  until  he  has  be- 
come actually  chargeable ;  but  that  is  a  very  different 
matter  from  the  present  case,  where  the  question  is  as 
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to  a  child  being  considered  to  be  bom  in  the  parish        1862. 

in  which  its  mother  had  a  right  to  be  reKeved.  The  Qu»n 

▼. 

Inhabitants  of 

MsixoR  J.  Under  the  drcnmstances  of  this  case,  it  ^*'j^""' 
is  the  same  as  if  the  nnion  workhouse  was  in  the  parish 
to  which  the  woman  was  chargeable.  There  are  no 
ftcts  to  shew  that  she  was  not  received  into  the  work- 
house as  of  the  parish  to  which  it  should  turn  out,  upon 
mvestigation,  that  she  was  chargeable.  I  think  the 
effect  is  that  she  was  received  into  the  workhouse  on 
account  of  the  parish  of  St.  Clement  Danes. 

Orders  confirmed. 


Habdcastlb,  appellant,  Jones,  respondent.       ^S^^'igth 

&  A,  under  thirteen  years  of  age,  was  employed  in  "  skutchingf'  goods  Print-warka 

fhidi  had  been  prerionslj  printed :  she  was  employed  in  a  room  or  shed,  '^^^  8  &  9 

in  which  **  finishing'  alone  was  carried  on,  but  which  had  an  internal  ^^^*  ^'  ^* 

■ad  direct  oonminnication  with  ^rint-works,  in  which  all  the  processes  "•  ^-  ^* 

inddeDt  to  the  chief  process  of  printing  were  carried  on :  Held,  that  8.  B.  "  FinUhifig"^^ 

*i8  employed  in  a  print-work  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict,  "  Skutching." 

c.  29.  <.  2.,  whether  "  akutching"  was  an  "  incidental  printing  process"  or  EmplwmeiU 

not ;  and  therafoie  a  surgeon's  cerdf  cate  was  required  by  sect.  20.  V  c^^- 

PASE  stated  by  justices,  under  stot.  20  &  21  Vict. 
e.43. 
At  a  Petty  Sessions^  held  at  BoUon,  in  the  county  of 
Laneoiter;  upon  an  information  and  complaint  preferred 
hj  the  appellant,  David  Jones,  one  of  Her  Majesty's 
sub-inspectors  of  fsijciories,  against  the  respondent  James 
Hardeastk,  of  the  township  of  Bradshawy  in  that 
county,  bleacher,  finisher,  and  calico  printer,  carrying 
on  business  under  the  name  of  James  Hardcastk  ^  Co., 
nndcr  The  Print-works  Act,  8  &  9  Viet  c.  29.,  which 
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1862.        charged  that  James  Hardcastle^  Co.,  being  the  occupiers 
Hardoastle   ^^  *  certain  print-work  within  the  township  of  Bradshaw^ 

J0NB8  ^^  same  being  a  print-work  within  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  said  Act^  did  employ  Sarah  Blackburn, 
being  a  child  within  the  meaning  of  the  said  Act  and  a 
person  for  whom  a  surgical  certificate  was  required  by 
the  said  Act  to  be  given^  according  to  the  form  and 
direction  contained  in  the  Schedule  A.  annexed  to  the 
said  Act^  in  the  said  print-work,  they  the  said  James 
HardcastU  ^  Co.  not  having,  before  or  within  seven 
working  days  after  they  so  employed  the  said  Sarah 
Blackburn  as  aforesaid,  obtained  the  surgical  certificate 
required  to  be  given  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  said 
Act ;  the  appellant  was  duly  convicted  and  adjudged  to 
forfeit  and  pay  the  penalty  of  2/.  under  the  said  Act. 

The  appellant  is  the  occupier  of  works  at  Bradshaw, 
at  which  works  bleaching,  printing  and  finishing  are 
carried  on. 

On  the  15th  November,  1860,  Sarah  Blackburn  was 
employed  in  "  skutching''  goods  which  had  been  pre- 
viously printed.  It  was  admitted  that  Sarah  Blackburn 
was  a  '^  child''  within  the  meaning  of  the  2d  section  of 
The  Print-works  Act,  and  that  no  surgeon's  certifi- 
cate had  been  obtained  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  20 
of  the  Act.  In  the  room  or  shed  where  Sarah  Black- 
bum  was  so  employed  there  were  no  persons  what- 
ever employed  in  printing  figures,  patterns  or  designs, 
by  means  of  blocks  or  cylinders  or  any  other  means,  on 
any  fabric  whatsoever.  The  only  processes  which  were 
carried  on  in  that  roOm,  or  on  which  Sarah  Blackburn, 
ever  was  employed  by  the  appellant,  were  all  processes 
of  "  finishing,"  to  which,  if  required,  goods  sent  to  the 
appellant  were  subjected,  whether  they  had  been  bleached 
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or  printed  by  the  appellant  or  were  sent  to  him  in        1862. 
a  bleached  or  printed  state  for  the  purpose  of  being    habocabti* 
finished  only.     The  processes  of  printing  figures^  pat-  ▼• 

terns  or  designs^  by  means  of  blocks^  cylinders  or  other- 
wise^ and  the  preparing^  dyeing,  bleaching^  cleansing, 
calendering,  dressing  or  finishing,  incident  or  necessary 
to  the  completion  of  the  chief  process  of  printing  figures, 
patterns  or  designs  upon  the  fabrics,  were  not  carried 
on  in  the  room  or  shed  where  Sarah  Blackburn  was 
employed,  but  had  been  previously  completed  in  the 
print-works  belonging  to  the  appellant,  and  having  an 
internal  and  direct  communication  with  the  room  in 
wUch  Sarah  Blackburn  was  so  employed. 

"Skutching'*  is  the  first  process  used  in  "  finishing^' 
woven  fiEibrics,  and  on  the  day  in  question  Sarah  Blacks 
horn  was  employed  in  skutching  white  and  grey  goods, 
as  weQ  as  printed  goods,  in  the  before  mentioned  room. 
There  are  numerous  works  in  the  district  where  bleaching 
and  '•finishing'^  are  carried  on,  but  no  '•  printing,''  and 
▼ice  versft.  There  are  also  many  establishments  where 
finishing  alone  is  carried  on. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  that 
"dmtching'*  is  not  a  process  either  incident  or  necessary 
to  the  chief  process  of  printing. 

On  behalf  of  the  respondent  it  was  contended,  that 
"skutching''  is  a  process  of  finishing  incident  to  the 
completion  of  the  chief  process  of  printing. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was. 
Whether  Sarah  Blackburn  was  employed,  on  the  day  in 
question,  in  a  print-work  within  the  meaning  of  The 
Print-works  Act.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  she  was  so  employed,  then  the  conviction  was  to 


Hardoastlb 
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1862.        stand.    If  tlie  Court  should  be  Of  the  contrary  opinion^ 
then  the  conviction  was  to  be  quashed. 

Webby f  in  support  of  the  conviction. — By  sect  20  of 
The  Print-works  Act,  8  &  9  Vkt.  c.  29.,  "  no  child'* 
(which  by  the  interpretation  clause,  sect.  2^  means  a 
child  under  the  age  of  thirteen  years) ''  shall  be  employed 
in  a  print-work  (save  in  the  cases  hereafter  excepted) 
until  the  occupier  thereof  shall  have  obtained  a  sm^eon's 
certificate,  according  to  the  form  and  directions  given  in 
the  Schedule  (A.)  to  this  Act  annexed,  in  proof  that  such 
child  has  the  ordinary  strength  and  appearance  of  a 
child  of  at  least  eight  years  of  age,  and  is  not  incapacitated 
by  disease  or  bodily  infirmity  from  working  daily  in  a 
print-work,  as  allowed  by  this  Act/'  By  the  interpre- 
tation clause,  sect.  2,  it  is  enacted  that  in  that  Act, 
'<  unless  another  sense  shall  be  plainly  shewn  by  the 
context,  or  by  some  positive  enactment  to  the  contrary, 
the  words  'Print-work*  shall  be  taken  to  mean  any 
building  or  shed,  and  any  part  thereof,  within  which  any 
persons  are  employed  to  print  figures,  patterns,  or 
designs,  by  means  of  blocks  or  cylinders,  or  by  means 
of  any  other  tool,  instrument,  or  mechanism,  upon  any 
woven  fabric  of  cotton,  wool,  hair,  fur,  silk,  flax,  hemp,  or 
jute,  either  separately  or  mixed  together,  or  mixed  with 
any  other  material;  or  upon  any  felted  fabric  of  wool  or 
fur,  either  separately  or  mixed  with  any  other  material ;  or 
upon  any  cotton,  linen,  woollen,  worsted,  or  silk^i  yam ; 
and  the  words  'incidental  printing  process'  shall  be 
taken  to  mean  any  process  of  preparing,  dyeing,  bleach- 
ing, cleaning,  calendering,  dressing,  or  finishing  incident 
or  necessary  to  the  completion  of  the  chief  process  of 
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printing  figures,  patterns,  or  designs  upon  any  of  the        1862. 
aforesaid  materiak,  and  carried  on  within  buildings,  sheds,    Uaedcastlk 
fields,  or  portions  of  ground  lying  adjacent  to  each  other,        jokv. 
or  forming  a  part  or  parts  of  the  establishment  where  the 
cMef  process  of  printing  as  aforesaid  is  carried  on/'   .   .    . 
"  And  any  person  who  shall  work  in  any  print-work,  whe- 
ther for  wages  or  not,  or  as  a  learner  or  otherwise,  either 
in  printing  or  in  any  incidental  printing  process,  or  in 
cleaning  any  part  of  the  print-work,  or  in  cleaning  any 
block,  cylinder,  tool,  or  machine  used  therein,  or  in  any 
other  kind  of  work  whatsoever,  save  in  the  cases  hereinafter 
excepted,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  employed  therein  within 
the  meaning  of  this  Act.^  .  . .  ''And  any  part  of  such  print- 
work  may  be  taken  to  be  a  print- work  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  Act;  but  this  enactment  shall  not  extend  to 
any  part  of  such  buildings  used  solely  for  the  purposes 
of  a  dwelling  house ;  and  nothing  in  this  Act  contained 
shall  extend  to  any  person,  being  a  mechanic,  artisan, 
or  labourer,  working  only  in  making  or  repairing  the 
machinery  or  any  part  of  the  print- work.'' 

The  case  finds  that  SarcA  Blackburn  was  employed 
in  a  room  or  shed  in  the  appellant's  print-works,  which 
room  or  shed  had  an  internal  and  direct  communication 
with  the  main  part  of  the  building,  in  which  the  pro- 
cess of  printing  was  carried  on.  The  question  is,  not 
upon  what  work  she  was  employed,  but  whether  she 
was  employed  in  a  part  of  the  main  building  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act.  ICocibum  C.  J.  What  she  was 
employed  upon  may  throw  some  light  on  the  main  ques- 
tion.] It  appears  from  the  case  that  "  skutching,"  upon 
which  Sarah  Blackburn  was  employed,  is  the  first  pro- 
cess in  '' finishing;"  and  that  process,  as  used  in  bleach- 
ing and  dyeing  works,  must  be  understood  as  incidental 
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1862.  to  printing ;  Howarth,  appt.  Coles,  respt  (a) :  so  that 
Hardoabtlb  she  was  employed  in  a  process  incidental  to  printing. 
JoHM.  [Blackbum  J.  The  justices  do  not  find  that  the  work 
on  which  Sarah  Blackbum  was  employed  is  an  '^in- 
cidental printing  process.^'  CocKbum  C.  J.  Suppose 
a  manufacturer  employed  his  domestic  servant  being  a 
young  person^  to  wash  his  family  linen  in  a  room  com- 
municating with  a  btiilding  in  which  print-works  were 
carried  on^  would  that  be  within  sect  20  ?]  In  such  a 
case  the  person  would  not  be  employed  in  printing,  or  in 
any  process  incidental  to  it.  [^Cackbum  C.  J.  Suppose 
the  process  of  ''  skutching'^  was  carried  on  in  another 
building?]  The  object  of  the  statute  is  to  protect 
children  from  being  employed  without  a  certificate  in 
any  process  of  printing  in  any  room  which  is  part  of 
the  building  in  which  print-works  are  carried  on ;  and 
the  room  in  which  Sarah  Blackbum  was  employed  is,  by 
sect  %,  part  of  a  print-work.  The  only  difficulty  arises 
from  these  lumbering  interpretation  clauses.  {^Cockbum 
C.  J.  Which  are  inserted  to  save  the  framer  of  the  Act 
the  trouble  of  seeing  what  the  effect  of  each  section  is.] 

Cleaiby  {Davison  with  him),  for  the  appellant. — The 
present  case  is  not  within  the  mischief  contemplated  by 
stat  8  &  9  Vict  c.  29.,  nor  within  the  words  of  sect  2* 
Deleterious  adds  are  not  used  in  the  process  of  **  skutch- 
ing"  upon  which  Sarah  Blackbum  was  employed :  nor 
is  '' skutching''  incidental  to  the  process  of  printing. 
The  case  finds  that  the  ''  finishing''  incident  to  the  com- 
pletion of  the  process  of  printing  figures,  patterns,  or 
designs  had  been  done  in  the  print-works,  and  not  in 
the  room  where  Sarah  Blackbum  was  employed.    In 

{a)  12  C.  B.  N,  8.  139. 
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Howarth,  appt.  Coles,  respt  {a),  it  was  held  that  the        1862. 
process  of  ^'  finishing''  was  not  within  The  Bleaching  and    hardgabtlb 
Dyeing  Works  Act,  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  78.,  unless  it  was       jj^^ 
uiddental  to  the  operation  of  bleaching  and  dyeing. 

Neither  was  Sarah  Blackburn  employed  in  a  ''  print- 
work?  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  8  &  9  Fict  c.  29. 
The  loom  or  shed  in  which  she  was  employed  was  a 
separate  part  of  the  building.  In  order  to  bring  a  case 
within  the  A.ct,  some  one  of  the  processes  of  printing 
must  be  carried  on  in  the  part  of  the  print-work  in 
which  the  child  is  employed,  and  ''any  part  thereoP' 
in  sect  2  must  be  a  part  of  the  building  or  shed  in  which 
such  process  is  carried  on* 

Wthbtf^  in  reply. — ^Whether  the  work  on  which  Sarah 
Blackburn  was  employed  was  incidental  to  printing  or 
not,  she  was  employed  in  a  part  of  a  print-work,  and  in 
a  kind  of  work  not  excepted  by  the  exception  at  the  end 
of  sect  2.  The  employment  of  children  and  persons  of 
weak  health  in  any  part  of  a  building  in  which  those 
nnwholesome  processes  are  carried  on  is  within  the  mis- 
chief contemplated  by  the  Legislature. 

CocxBuaN  C.  J.  The  question  is  not  free  from  doubt, 
owing  to  the  ambiguous  language  of  stat  8  &  9  Vict, 
c.  29.,  and  the  somewhat  confused  manner  in  which  the 
case  is  stated ;  but,  upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  oonyiction  is  right,  and  ought  to  be  sustained. 
The  language  of  the  interpretation  clause,  sect  2,  is 
ambiguous ;  but  the  present  case  is  within  the  mischief 
which  it  was  the  object  of  the  Legislature  to  remedy ; 
and  that  mischief  is  the  employment  of  young  children, 
(a)  12  a  B.  N.  8, 139. 
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1862.        except  on  satisfiictory  proof  of  their  having  acquired 
Hardcastlb   ^ffi^^>^^  strength,  and  being  otherwise  in  a  healthy 
^'  condition,  in  buildings  where  the  work  of  printing  woven 

fSeibrics  is  carried  on,  and  where  one  can  well  understand 
that  strong  adds,  and  other  deleterious  substances  inci- 
dental to  that  species  of  manufiM^ture,  are  used.  It  is  indis- 
pensable to  the  object  of  the  Legislature  that  the  provi- 
sions  of  the  Act  should  extend  to  the  accessory  parts  of 
the  btiilding,  which  must  be  more  or  less  within  the 
influence  of  the  deleterious  compounds  used  in  the  pro- 
cess of  printing. 

Sect.  20  prohibits  the  employment  of  a  child  in  a 
print- work  until  the  occupier  thereof  shall  have  comphed 
with  the  regulations  therein  specified;  then,  by  the 
interpretation  clause,  sect.  2,  ''  print-worV  is  explained 
to  mean  "  any  building  or  shed,  and  any  part  thereof 
within  which  any  persons  are  employed  to  print  figures, 
patterns  or  designs.^'  It  then  goes  on  to  explain  what 
is  intended  by  the  words  ''incidental  printing  process.^' 
The  only  other  part  of  the  clause  which  it  is  necessary 
to  refer  to  is  the  definition  of  the  term  "  employed  /' 
and  the  question  is,  whether  it  comprehends  this  case, 
that  is,  whether  this  child  was  employed  in  a  print- 
work  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act, — the  term  print- 
work  including  ''any  part  of  the  building,''  and  the 
term  "employed''  including  "any  person  who  shall 
work  in  any  print-work,  &c.,  either  in  printing  or  in  any 
incidental  printing  process,  &c.,  or  in  any  other  kind  of 
work  whatsoever,  &c."  The  process  of  "  skutching"  is 
either  within  the  term  "incidental  printing  process,"  or 
within  the  comprehensive  words  "any  other  kind  of 
work  whatsoever."  But  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  former  alternative,   which  is  a  question  of  fact ; 
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because,  at  all  erents,  this  child  was  employed  in  some        1862. 
kind  of  work  in  a  part  of  a  building  within  which  the    hardcastle 
process  of  printing  was  carried  on,  and  therefore  was        joses. 
employed  in  a  print-work  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Act. 

fiiACKBUBN  J.  (The  only  other  Judge  present)  I 
also  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  right, 
thotigh  there  are  several  difficulties  in  this  case,  and 
in  the  constmction  of  the  statute  as  applied  to  it. 
It  seems  clear  that  the  child  was  employed  in  a  room 
forming  a  portion  of  a  building  in  other  parts  of  which 
printing  works  were  carried  on.  I  cannot  understand 
that  she  was  in  a  building  or  shed  separate  and  dis- 
tinct firom  the  main  building ;  for  it  is  found  by  the 
case  that  there  was  an  internal  find  direct  communica- 
tion between  them.  Then  what  was  Sarah  Blackburn 
cidng  there  ?  She  was  engaged  in  one  of  the  processes 
nsedin  '' finishing/'  and  I  guess,  from  the  statement 
in  the  case,  that  there  is  some  finishing  which  is  neces- 
sary in  the  process  of  printing,  and  also  some  which  is 
not  necessary;  and  it  is  not  dear  on  which  she  was 
employed ;  and  therefore,  if  it  were  necessary,  we  should 
send  back  the  case  to  the  justices  for  further  information 
on  that  point.  But  it  is  not  so,  because  I  take  the  same 
view  as  the  Lord  Chief  Justice.  Supposing  Sarah  Black* 
hwm  was  employed  in  a  process  which  we  may  call 
superfluous  finishing,  she  was  still  employed  in  a  print- 
work  as  defined  by  the  interpretation  clause,  sect.  2  of 
atat  8  &  9  Vict.  e.  29.  Looking  at  the  first  part  of 
that  section  by  itself,  I  should  think  that  a  person 
mplqyed  in  a  print-work  would  be  one  employed  in 

VOL.  III.  M  n.  &  s. 
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[1861.] 


AuBBRT  and  another  against  Grat. 

1.  The  clause  in  an  ordinazy  policy  of  marine  insurance  on  a  ship  and  ]j£arine  in- 
goods  which  insures  against  losses  occasioned  by  **  arrests,  restraints,  gurance, 

and  detainments  of  all  kings,  princes,  and  people,  of  what  nation,  con-  SestrainU  of 
(fition  or  quality  soerer,"  applies  to  a  seizure  of  the  ship  in  consequence  prtnce*  ^C 
cf  sn  embaigo  laid  on  her  by  the  Sovereign  of  the  country  of  the  ^ogtiliiUi, 
assured,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  war  with  another  power ;  per 
OrtmpUm  and  hlackbum  J  J.  in  this  Court:  and  affirmed  in  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  per  Erie  C.  J.,  Willtams  and  Keating  JJ.,  and  Brofi^ 
^tdl  B. ;  dubitante  BMock  C.  B. 

2.  There  is  a  distinction  in  this  respect  between  an  embargo,  in  a  time 
when  there  is  pc^ace  between  the  countries  of  the  insurer  and  the  assured, 
kid  on  for  a  purpose  wholly  unconnected  with  hostility  either  existing 
or  expected,  and  an  embargo  connected  with  such  hostility :  per  the  same 
JvdffB  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber. 

3.  Qtuere,  if  the  act  of  seizure  was  a  lawfdl  act  under  the  municipal 
kv  of  the  country  of  the  assured  ?  per  the  same  Judges  in  the  Exeha- 
Tier  Chamber. 

nPHE  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiffii,  on  the  8d 
October,  1859^  according  to  the  nsage  and  cufitom 
of  merchants^  cansed  to  be  made  a  certain  policy  of 
insurance,  purporting  thereby,  and  containing  therein, 
that  the  plaintiffib,  by  the  name  of  Aubert,  Powell  ^  Co., 
or  as  agents,  as  well  in  their  own  name  as  for  and  in 
the  name  and  names  of  all  and  every  other  person  or 
persons  to  whom  the  same  did,  should  or  might  apper- 
tain, in  part  or  in  all,  did  make  assurance,  and  did 
eanse  themselves  and  them  and  every  of  them  to  be 
iimffed,  lost  or  not  lost,  at  and  from  London  to  Alicante, 
with  Uberty  to  call  at  any  intermediate  port  or  ports, 
indading  all  risk  of  craft,  upon  any  kind  of  goods  and 
merchandizes,  and  also  upon  the  body,  tackel,  apparel, 
ordnance,  munition,  artillery,  boat  and  other  furniture 
of  and  in  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  The  Javellanoe, 
▼hereof  was  master  under  Ood  for  the  said  voyage 
,  or  whosoever  else  should  go  for  master  in 
M  2 
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AuBBBT      the  said  shi* 
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the  assured,  tbeir  fiictors,  senrants  and  assigus,  to  sue,      [1861.] 
labour  and  travel  for,  in  and  abont  the  defence,  safe-       Avnn 
guard  and  recovery  of  the  goods  and   merchandizes,        q^^ 
and  ship  &a,  or  any  part  thereof,  without  prejudice 
to  the  insurance,  to  the  charges  whereof  they,  the 
assurers,  would  contribute  each  one  according  to  the 
rate  and  quantity  of  his  sum  therein  assured.    And  it 
was  agreed  by  them^  the  assurers,  that  the  said  writing 
or  pohcy  of  assurance  should  be  of  as  much  force  and 
effect  as  the  surest  writing  or  policy  of  assurance  there- 
tofore made  in  Lombard  Street,  or  in  the  Royal  Exchange, 
or  elsewhere  in  London.    And  so  they,  the  assurers, 
were  contented,   and  did  thereby  promise  and  bind 
themselves,   each  one  for  his  own  part,  their  heirs, 
executors  and  goods  to  the  assured,  their  executors,  ad* 
ministrators  and  assigns,  for  the  true  performance  of  the 
premises,  confessing  themselves  paid  the  consideration 
due  unto  them  for  the  said  assurance  by  the  assured  at  and 
after  the  rate  of  20  shillings  per  cent.     And  by  a  certain 
memorandum,  thereunder  written,  com,  fish,  salt,  fruit, 
flour  and  seed  were  warranted  free  from  average,  unless 
general,  or  the  ship  should  be  stranded ;  sugar,  tobacco, 
hemp,  fiax,  hides  and  skins  were  warranted  free  from 
average  under  5/.  per  cent.  \  and  all  other  goods,  also 
the  ship  and  freight,  were  warranted  free  from  average 
under  3/.  per  cent,  unless  general,  or  the  ship  should 
be  stranded.    And  thereupon,  in  consideration  of  the 
premises,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  paid  to  the  de- 
fendant the  sum  of  20«.  as  a  premium  or  reward  for 
the  insurance  of  100/.  of  and  upon  the  premises  in 
the  policy  mentioned,  the  defendant  then  became  and 
was  an  insurer,  and  duly  subscribed  the  said  policy  of 
insurance  as  such  insurer  of  the  sum  of  100/.,  upon 


▼. 
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[1861.]  the  laid  goods  in  the  said  ship  or  Tessd*  fiyr  the  said 
ji^BZKT  ^ojBge  in  the  said  policy  of  insurance  mentioned.  The 
declaration  then  averred  that  the  goods  mentioned  in  the 
policy^  to  wit,  thirty  bales  of  carpets^  of  great  value,  had 
been  and  were  shipped  and  loaded  at  London  aforesaid^ 
in  and  on  board  the  ship  or  vessel  in  the  policy  mentioned, 
to  be  carried  and  conveyed  thereon  on  the  voyage  in  the 
policy  mentioned,  and  that  they  the  plaintiffs,  one  Boni' 
facio  Ruiz  de  Velasco,  and  certain  persons  carrying  on  busi- 
ness under  the  name,  style  or  firm  of  Bonifacio  Rtdz  de 
VeloMco,  some  or  one  of  them,  were  then  and  continually 
thence,  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  loss  8cc.,  interested 
in  the  goods  in  the  policy  mentioned  and  so  shipped  on 
board  the  ship  as  aforesaid,  to  a  large  value  and  amount, 
to  wit,  the  value  and  amount  of  all  the  moneys  by  them 
ever  insured  or  caused  to  be  insured  thereon :  and  that 
the  insurance  was  made  by  Aubert,  Powell  if  Co.  for  the 
use  and  benefit  and  on  the  account  of  the  person  or  per- 
sons so  interested  as  aforesaid.  It  then  alleged  that  the 
said  ship  or  vessel,  with  the  said  goods  on  board  thereof, 
departed  and  set  sail  from  London  aforesaid  on  her  said 
voyage  in  the  said  policy  mentioned :  and  that  afterwards, 
and  during  the  continuance  of  the  risk  in  the  policy  men- 
tioned, the  goods  so  insured  as  aforesaid,  by  perils,  losses 
and  misfortunes  insured  against  by  the  said  policy,  became 
and  were  greatly  damaged,  injured,  spoiled  and  deterio- 
rated in  value,  and  thereby  and  by  reason  of  the  premises 
the  person  or  persons  so  interested  as  aforesaid  sustained 
an  average  damage  or  loss  on  the  goods  to  a  much  lai^r 
amount  than  3/.  per  cent,  on  all  the  money  insured 
thereon,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  31/.  0*.  7rf.  by  the 
hundred  for  each  and  every  100/.  insured  thereon  by  the 
plaintiffs ;  whereby  the  defendant  then  became  liable  to 
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pay  to  the  person  or  persons  so  interested  as  aforesaid      [1861.] 

a  iaige  sum  of  inoney,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  31/.  Os.  7dL       aumet 

bdng  his  the  defendant's  proportion  of  the  said  average        q^^ 

loss  finr  and  in  respect  of  the  said  sum  of  1002.  so  by  him 

msnied  as  aforesaid :  and  averred  tiiat  the  person  or  per- 

aonsso  inteiestedas  aforesaid  did  afterwards^  by  reason  and 

in  coDseqnence  of  the  said  loss  so  occasumed  as  aforesaid 

by  the  said  perils,  losses  and  misfortunes  so  insured 

againrt,  by  their  fiictors  and  servants,  sue,  labour  and 

travd  for,   in  and  about  the  defence,  safeguard  and 

recovery  of  the  goods,  and  in  so  doing  did  necessarily 

expend  a  large  sum  of  money,  whereby  the  defendant, 

according  to  the  terms  of  the  policy,  then  became 

liable  to  pay  to  the  person  or  persons  so  interested  as 

aforesaid  a  further  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  6/., 

being  the  rateable  part  or  proportion  of  the  expense 

aforesaid  which  the  defendant  ought  to  have  paid  in 

Rspect  of  the  insurance  aforesaid :  concluding  with  the 

averment  that  all  things  had  been  dcme  and  happened 

&c- :  and  the  plaintiff  claimed  50/. 

Plea.  Before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
policy,  and  thence  continually  until  and  at  the  time 
of  the  losses,  the  person  or  persons  so  interested  in  the 
goods,  and  for  whose  use  and  benefit,  and  on  whose 
account,  the  insurance  was  made  were,  and  each  of 
them  was,  Spamardt,  and  subjects  of  the  Queen  of 
Spam,  and  domiciled  in  the  kingdom  of  Spain,  And 
that,  before  the  losses,  or  any  of  them,  the  ship,  in 
the  course  of  the  voyage,  arrived  at  Corunna,  in  the 
Ungdom  of  Spain,  and  that,  while  at  Contnna,  an  em- 
bargo was  laid  upon  the  ship  by  the  Queen  of  S^ain,  and 
tbe  ship  was  taken  possession  of  by  the  Queen  of  Spain, 
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[1861.]      and  her  agents  duly  authorized  by  her,  for  the  purpose 
j^uBBKT      ^f  conveying  troops  to  Malaga^  for  the  purpose  of  cany- 
qI^^        ing  on  a  war  in  which  the  Queen  of  Spain  then  was 
engaged  with  the  Emperor  of  Morocco,  and  the  captain 
and  crew  were  compelled  by  the  said  Queen  and  her 
agents  to  remove  the  goods  from  the  ship  to  make  room 
for  the  troops,  and  the  captain  and  crew  were  compelled 
by  the  Queen  and  her  agents  to  remove  the  goods  during 
stormy  and  tempestuous  weather,  and  the  goods  were, 
by  the  Queen  and  her  agents,  placed  on  the  open  and 
uncovered  quays  at  Corunna,  the  weather  being  then 
wet  and  rainy,  and  thereby  the  goods  became  and  were 
damaged,  injured,  spoiled  and  deteriorated  in  value,  &c 
And  that  the  goods  were  damaged,  injured,  spoiled  and 
deteriorated  solely  by  the  premises  in  this  plea  men- 
tioned, and  not  by  any  other  perils,  losses  or  misfortunes 
whatever ;  and  that  the  suing,  labouring  and  travelling 
mentioned  were  rendered  necessary  solely  by  the  premises 
in  this  plea  mentioned,  and  not  otherwise. 
Demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  case  was  heard  by  Crompton  and  Blackburn  JJ- 
Hill  J.  was  present  during  a  portion  of  the  time,  but 
took  no  part 

Montague  Snath,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

Sonyman,  contra. 

The  course  which  the  case  took  in  this  Court,  together 
with  its  having  been  afterwards  fully  argued  by  the  same 
counsel  in  the  Court  of  error,  when  the  same  authorities, 


XXIV.   VICTORIA.]  169 

'ffiih  some  additional  ones,  were  cited,  renders  it  unneces-      [1861.] 
sarj  to  set  out  the  argaments.  Aubket 

Qbat. 
The  Court  said  that  the  question  was,  whether  the 
caaes  of  Conway  v.  Gray  {a),  Conway  v.  Forbes  (ft)  and 
Mawy  V.  Shedden  {c\  which  were  relied  on  by  the 
defendant's  counsel,  should  be  upheld.  Several  autho- 
rities had  been  cited  as  overruling  or  being  inconsistent 
with  them,  but  the  authorities  on  the  subject  were  con- 
flicting; and  therefore,  although  they  considered  that  the 
▼eight  of  authority  was  on  the  whole  at  variance  with 
those  cases,  they  would  not  overrule  them,  but  leave  their 
validity  to  be  determined  by  a  Court  of  error.  Judgment 
must  therefore  be  given  for  the  plaintiflb. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


(a)  10  East,  530.  (i)  Id.  639. 

(c)  Id.  MO. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER, 


1862. 


AuBEBT  and  another  against  Gray.  j^JSJ^sth. 

For  head  note,  see  ante,  p.  163. 

"pRROB  having  been  brought  on  the  judgment  in  this 
case,  it  was  argued  after  Easter  Term,  1862,  on 
May  15th ;  before  E&lb  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B.,  Williams 
and  Keating  JJ.,  and  Bbamwbll  B.  Wilde  B.  was  also 
praent  at  first,  but  left  the  Court  after  Honymans  first 
argaroent,  and  took  no  part  in  the  judgment 
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1662.  Hanymaih  for  the  defendant — ^Althongh  this  prooeed- 

AuBMir"  "^8  ^  error  is,  in  form,  brought  to  reyerse  the  judgment 

Q^^^  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  no  opinion  on  the  point 
in  dispute  was  expressed  by  that  Court ;  -which,  being 
pressed  by  the  conflicting  authorities  cited,  deemed  it 
better  to  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiffi,  in  accordance 
with  the  decision  in  Conway  v.  Gray  (a)  and  the  cases 
reported  with  it,  of  Conway  v.  Forbes  (ft)  and  Maury  t. 
Shedden  (c),  and  let  the  question  whether  they  were 
correctly  decided,  or  have  been  overruled,  be  settled  in 
a  Court  of  error.  In  those  cases  Lord  EUenborouyh, 
and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  laid  down  as  a  prin- 
ciple that,  in  all  questions  arising  between  the  subjecU 
of  different  states,  each  is  a  party  to  the  public  authori- 
tative acts  of  his  own  government ;  and,  on  that  account, 
a  foreign  subject  is  as  much  incapacitated  from  making 
the  consequences  of  an  act  of  his  own  state  the  founda- 
tion of  a  claim  to  indemnity  upon  a  British  subject,  in  a 
British  Court  of  justice,  as  he  would  be  if  such  act  had 
been  done  immediately  and  individually  by  such  foreign 
subject  himself.  If  this  is  correct,  the  underwriter  on 
a  policy  of  insurance,  containing  the  usual  clause  against 
"  arrests,  restraints  and  detainments  of  all  kings,  princes 
and  people,  of  what  nation,  condition  or  quality  soever,'' 
is  not  liable  if  the  arrest,  &c.  is  the  act  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  assured,  and  the  policy  must  be  read  with 
an  implied  exception  to  that  effect.  The  introducing 
such  an  implied  exception  is  in  analogy  with  what  has 
been  done  in  other  cases.  A  bond,  for  instance,  for  the 
assignment  of  all  offices  means  all  such  offices  as  can 
lawfully  be  assigned. 

(a)  10  East,  536.  (b)  Id  53». 

(«)  Id.  54a 
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The  doctrine  laid  down  in  those  casee  is  sound  law,         1862. 
and  has  not  been  overruled.  Avbebt 

There  is  some  difference  of  opinion  as  to  whether  a         Gwx't. 
party  may  insure  against  his  own  act    In  3  Kent  Contm. 
291,  it  is  said  :  '^  A  person  may  protect  himself  by  in- 
Bunuice  against  all  losses,  except  such  as  may  be  repug- 
nant to  public  policy  or  positive  prohibition,  or  occasioned 
bf  his  own  nusconduct  or  fraud.     Against  the  latter  it 
ii  not  to  be  presumed  any  insurance  could  be  effected, 
nor  would  the  Courts  tolerate  such  a  vicious  principle ; 
for  this  would,  as  Poihier,  Traite  des  Ass.,  No.  65,  says, 
be  a  contract  which  would   invite  ad  delinquendum/' 
It  is  true  that  in  Bolland  v.  Disney  (a),  where  a  life 
policy  of  insurance  ccmtained  no  exception  of  death  by 
the  hands  of  justice,  it  was  held  that  such  a  death 
did  not  avoid  the  policy.     But  in  Smith's  Mercantile 
Law,  p.  410,  6th  ed.,  it  is  said :  *'  As  to  the  provisions 
inserted  in  policies  by  the  insured  on  their  own  lives, 
respecting  death  by  duelling  or  the  sentence  of  the 
law,  those  are  superfluous,  for  the  policy  would  be 
nnavaikble  to  the  representatives  of  the  insured  in 
case  of  such  a  death,  even  if  they  were  not  inserted ; 
and  if  a  man  insuring  his  own  life  were  to  introduce  a 
contrary  provision,  it  would  be  void,  as  being  against 
public  policy*' ;  and  this  is  supported  by  The  Amicable 
Society  V.  Bolland  (by     [Pollock  C.  B.     Put  the  case  of 
a  man  whose  life  is  insured  being  killed  by  going  up 
in  a  balloon ;  or  of  a  man,  through  intoxication,  setting 
fire  to  a  building  which  he  has  insured.     fFilde  B.     In 
Thompson  v.  Hopper  (c)  it  was  decided  by  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  that,  where  the  loss  was  the  consequence 

(a)  8  Bttts,  Sol.  (6)  4  Bliffh  N.  R.  194. 

(e)  6^:.  #5.172.937. 
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1862.       of  wilfol  exposure  of  the  ship  to  peril  by  sending  her  to 
AvBSRT  ~  sea  in  an  nnfit  state^  the  plaintiff  conld  not  recover. 

qIaj  ^^^^  ^*  ^*  '^^^  judgment  was  reversed  by  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  (a).]  Yes.  But  only  because  it  did  not  appear 
that  the  unseaworthiness  was  the  proximate  and  imme- 
diate cause  of  the  loss.  An  insurance  is  properly  a  con- 
tract of  wager,  and  a  wager  cannot  be  allowed  where  it  is 
in  the  hands  of  either  of  the  parties  to  win  it  or  lose  it 
if  he  pleases.  On  this  principle  a  wager  by  an  articled 
clerk  that  he  would  not  pass  his  examination  has  been 
held  bad. 

The  bulk  of  the  subsequent  authorities  are  in  accord- 
ance with  Conway  v.  Gray  (b)  and  the  two  cases  by 
which  it  is  accompanied.  In  Usparicha  v.  Nobk  (c), 
where  an  alien  enemy  domiciled  here  was  licensed  by 
order  in  council  to  ship  goods  from  hence  to  certain 
ports  in  his  own  country,  it  was  held  that  such  com- 
merce was  legalized  for  all  purposes,  and  such  goods 
might  therefore  be  insured  by  him,  and  he  might 
recover  on  the  policy,  although  the  goods  were  taken 
by  a  co-belligerent  of  the  enemy ;  but  then  his  being 
domiciled  here  put  him  on  the  footing  of  a  British  subject. 
In  Mennett  v.  Bonham  {d)  a  license,  under  an  order  in 
council,  to  an  alien  enemy  to  export  goods  was  held 
unavailable  to  recover  a  loss  occasioned  by  the  seizure 
and  condemnation  of  the  assured's  own  government.  In 
Flindt  V.  Crokait  (e),  Same  v.  Scott  (/),  affirmed  on 
error  (y),  where  a  license  to  trade  to  an  hostUe  port 
having  been  granted  in  favour  of  a  foreigner,  an  insu- 
rance by  him  on  the  goods  shipped  was  held  valid;  and 

(a)  E.B.fRl028,  (b)  10  £^  536. 

(0)  13  East,  332.  (d)  15  Eaat,  477. 

(•)  15  Eoii,  622.  if)  Id,  525. 

0)  5  Taunt.  674. 
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it  was  held  no  objection  to  his  recovering  that  the  loss        1^2. 
was  occasioned  by  the  hostile  act  of  his  own  state.    In      Aubbrt 
SimeanY,  Bazttt  (a),  affirmed  on  error^  nom.  BazetiY.        Gbat. 
Meyer  (b),  it  was  held  that  a  neutral  insuring  an  adven* 
tore^  in  furtherance  of  the  objects  of  British  commerce, 
▼as  protected  against  confiscation  by  the  act  of  his  own 
gOYemment  iinder  the  Berlin  and  Milan  decrees.   These 
cases  indirectly  recognise  Conway  v.  Gray  (c).  [  Wilde  B. 
When  the  law  has  been  laid  down  in  a  particular  way, 
and  followed  for  a  great  many  years,  it  is  a  serious 
matter  to  make  a  change  in  it.]     [He  cited  the  judg- 
ment of  ffilde  C  J.  in  Cochbum  v.  Alexander  (rf).] 

Campbell  v.  Lines  {e)  will  be  relied  on  by  the  other 
ride,  where  a  policy  of  insurance  was  effected  by  an 
American  after  a  declaration  of  war  by  America  against 
England^  but  before  it  was  known  in  England,  and  the 
underwriter  did  not  know  that  the  assured  was  an  Ameri^ 
eon  citizen ;  a  loss  having  happened  in  consequence  of  a 
aeiznre  by  the  American  government,  it  was  held  that  the 
action  was  not  maintainable.  There,  however,  the  policy 
was  not  in  the  ordinary  form,  being  made  to  cover  all 
risks.  [fVilde  B.  If  the  foreign  government  is  at  war 
with  this  country,  that  is  another  matter.  Williams  J. 
In  Campbell  v.  Innes  {e)  it  was  assumed  that  the  under- 
writer would  be  liable  if  he  took  on  himself  the  risk. 
Kealxng  J.  In  Smith's  Mercantile  Law,  p.  861,  6th  ed., 
another  reason  is  given : — "Nor  can  a  foreigner  insure 
against  the  act  of  his  own  government,  unless  the  under- 
writer agree  to»make  such  insurance  with  full  knowledge 
of  the  country  of  the  insured ;  for  a  foreigner,  insured 

(a)  2  Jfotc  #  &  94.  (6)  5  Taunt.  824. 

(e)  10  Eiut,S36,  (<f)  6  C.  ^.  791. 

{$)  4B.  #il.423. 
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1862.  againat  a  loss  of  that  description^  might  give  sach 
AvBSBT  information  to  his  own  government  as  would  prodnce 
Geay  *  seizure,  the  blow  of  which  would  fall  upon  the  British 
underwriter.^']  Francis  v.  The  Ocean  Insurance  Com- 
pany (a)  will  also  be  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  but  it 
does  not  i^pear  that  what  was  done  there  was  the  legis- 
lative act  of  the  government  of  the  assured. 

Montague  Smith  (  Tomlinson  with  him),  contra. — The 
principle  laid  down  in  Conway  v.  Gray  {b)  is  much  too 
large.  It  may  be  applicable  where  two  countries  are 
at  war,  and  consequently  the  subjeds  of  each  may  be 
looked  on  as  bound  by  the  acts  of  their  respective 
governments;  or  in  a  case  like  that  of  Touteng  v. 
Hubbard  {c\  on  which  it  professes  to  be  founded, 
where  the  embargo  was  imposed  by  the  English  govern- 
ment by  way  of  reprisals.  The  principle  of  Conway  v. 
Gray  (i)  would  extend  to  the  case  where,  after  an 
insurance  had  been  effected  in  England,  the  English 
government  imposed  an  embargo.  But  where  the  act 
of  a  man's  government  is  done  tn  invitum,  he  cannot 
be  held  constructively  bound  by  it,  so  as  to  prevent  his 
enforcing  a  contract  with  another  party.  The  doing 
this  would  be  to  annex  to  the  policy  a  condition  which 
the  parties  have  not  expressed.  In  1  Parh  Ins.  168, 
8th  ed.,  it  is  said,  "An  embargo  is  an  arrest  laid  on  ships 
or  merchandize  by  public  authority,  or  a  prohibition  of 
state  commonly  issued  to  prevent  foreign  ships  from 
putting  to  sea  in  time  of  war,  and  son^^times  also  to 
exclude  them  from  entering  our  ports.    This  term  has 

(a)  6  Cotoen,  404;    aff.  on  error,  2  Wend.  64. 

(b)  10  Ea»t,  536.  (e)  S  B.  4- P,  291. 
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abo  a  more  extensive  signification,  for  ships  are  fre-  1862. 
qaently  detained  to  serve  a  prince  in  an  expedition,  and  Avbx&t 
&r  this  end  have  their  loading  taken  out,  without  any  q^^. 
regard  to  the  colours  they  bear,  or  the  princes  to  whose 
mbjects  they  belong.  The  legality  of  such  a  measure 
bas  been  doubted  by  some,  but  it  is  certainly  conform- 
able to  the  law  of  nations,  for  a  prince  in  distress  to 
make  use  of  whatever  vessels  he  finds  in  his  ports,  that 
may  contribute  to  the  success  of  his  enterprize.''  [Po/- 
bek  C.B.  I  should  like  some  better  authority.  Surely  that 
▼crald  be  a  casus  belli.]  Park  cites  Grotius  de  Jure  Belli 
ae  Pads,  lib.  2,  cap.  2,  s.  10,  and  1  Blackst.  Comm.  270. 
But  it  is  unnecessary  for  the  present  argument  [Pollock 
C.  B.  I  should  have  thought  a  foreign  government  had 
no  more  right  to  impress  ships  than  men.]  In  1  Park. 
Ins,  171,  8th  ed.,  "  On  evidence  upon  the  trial  in  an 
action  upon  a  policy  of  insurance,  the  case  appeared  to 
be,  that  the  insurer  agreed  to  insure  the  ship  from  her 

arrival  at in  Jamaica  during  her  voyage  to  London ; 

and  an  embargo  was  laid  upon  the  ship  by  the  govern- 
ment, who  afterwards  seized  the  ship,  converted  her 
into  a  fire  ship,  and  ofiered  to  pay  the  owners.  The 
question  was,  if  this  would  excuse  the  insurers  ?  Holt 
Cbief  Justice  seemed  to  incline  that  it  would  not, 
and  that  this  was  within  the  words,  detention  of  princes, 
jr^.,  but  he  gave  no  absolute  opinion,  the  caiise  having 
been  referred  to  three  of  the  jury.  (Citing  Green  v. 
Yoiaiff,  2  Ld.  Raijm.  840;  2  Salk.  444)  The  very 
general  words  made  use  of  in  policies  go  to  support  the 
idea  entertained  by  Lord  Holt,  and  although  till  lately 
there  was  no  case  where  this  point  was  expressly  con- 
sidered, yet  it  seems  to  have  been  taken  as  settled  in  many 


1862.       cases  which  have  come  before  the  Court     One  instance 
Adbert       immediately  occurs^  in  the  case  of  Robertson  v.  Ewer,'* 

GiuT.  (1  T.  R.  127)  ''which  was  cited  in  a  former  chapter. 
There,  an  embargo  had  been  laid  by  Lord  Hood  on  all 
shipping  at  Barbadoet ;  and  it  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  doubted  or  questioned  at  the  bar^  that  the  insurer 
was  liable  for  any  loss  which  might  have  been  sustained 
by  such  detention^  provided  the  loss  had  happened  to 
any  of  the  property  specifically  insured.'' 

Conway  v.  Gray  {a),  though  not  perhaps  expressly  over- 
ruled^ has  been  considerably  shaken  by  subsequent  cases 
and  authorities.  [Pollock  C,B.  I  never  heard  that  Coniroy 
V.  Gray  (a)  was  overruled,  and  my  brother  fVilde,  who  has 
just  left  the  Courts  agrees  with  me.  Since  the  peace  of 
1815^  much  insurance  law  has  necessarily  been  allowed 
to  sleep.]  It  was  very  early  attacked  in  Flindt  v. 
Crohatt  {b)  and  Same  v.  Scott  {e\  afiSrmed  on  error  {d), 
Simeon  v.  Bazett  (e),  afiSrmed  on  error,  nom.  Bazett  v. 
Meyer  (/),  is  at  variance  with  it,  and  the  language  of 
Lord  Ellenborough  there  shews  that  the  principle  laid 
down  in  Contcay  v.  Gray  {a)  only  applies  to  cases  which 
fall  within  the  reason  of  it,  and  is  not  to  be  applied 
under  all  circumstances.  Campbell  v.  Innet  (y)  is  still 
stronger  against  Conway  v.  Gray  (a).  The  other  side 
have  sought  to  distinguish  these  cases  on  the  ground  that 
a  license  has  the  efiTect  of  converting  the  assured  for  the 
time  into  a  British  subject,  but  the  only  efifect  of  such  a 
license  is  to  get  rid  of  the  ill^ality  of  dealing  with  the 
enemy.  In  Flindt  v.  Scott  (Jk),  Same  v.  Crohatt^  in  error  (A ), 

(a)  10  Eatt,  536.  (6)  15  Ea$t,  522. 

(c)  16  East,  525.  (d)  5  Taunt,  (J74. 

{•)  2  Mau,  f  8.  W.  (/)  5  Taunt.  824. 

(^)  4  A  #  Aid.  423.  (A)  5  Taunt.  674. 692. 
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Afimi/EeUC.  J.aays:  '' There  ia  a  wide  difference  between  19^2. 
insnriiig  against  his  own  act  and  insnring  against  the  avbebx 
act  of  his  goYemmenf  2  Am.  Ins.  806,  2d  ed.,  haying  q^^ 
stated  the  decision  in  Flindi  r.  CrohaU,  ^e.  {a),  says : 
''The  general  doctrine,  however,  of  Comoojf  t.  Oray, 
though  not  directly  touched  by  this  decision,  was  sub* 
aeqnently  ahakeu  to  its  foundations,  if  not  altogether 
OTertomed,  by  what  fell  from  Lord  Ellenborimgh  him- 
self, and  still  more  from  the  Court  of  error,  in  giving 
judgment  in  the  case  of  Simeon  v.  Bazett"  And,  at 
p.  808  :  ''In  the  United  States,  the  whole  question  has 
oome  before  the  consideration  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
and  it  has  there  been  held,  agreeably  to  the  declared 
principle  of  dedsion  acted  upon  by  the  English  Exche- 
quer Chamber  in  Bazett  v.  Meyer,  that  a  subject  is  not 
to  be  deemed  a  party  to  the  legialative  acta  of  his  own 
government,  ao  as  to  deprive  him  of  remedy  on  a  policy 
effected  by  foreign  underwrites  in  respect  of  losses  caused 
hy  such  acts'' ;  for  which  he  cites  Francis  v.  The  Ocean 
Luuranee  Company,  2  fVend.  Sup.  C.  Bep.  64,  cited 
Keafs  Camm.,  vol.  3,  p.  292,  ed.  1844. 

The  American  authorities  treat  Conway  v.  Oray  {b)  as 
overruled.  In  FhOI,  Ins.,  3d  ed.,  §  913:  "A  citizen 
may  be  insured  ayahut  an  arrest  or  detention  by  his  oum 
fovenment,  not  occasianed  by  his  conirtwention  of  law.  A 
question  was  first  raised  on  this  proposition  in  a  case 
vhere  both  contracting  parties  were  subjects  of  the  same 
govemm^it  A  vessel  insured  was  seised  by  govern- 
ment and  converted  into  a  fire-ship.  Chief  Justice  HoU 
vas  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  insurers  were  liable, 
but  the  case  being  referred,  the  point  was  not  decided." 
}  914.  "A foreign  assured  is  indemnified,  under  a  policy . 
(a)  5  Taunt,  667.  {h)  10  Ea$t,  536. 

VOL.  III.  N  B.   &  S. 


178  EXCH.  CH.   MICHAELMAS  TERM. 

1862.  in  the  common  form,  against  the  acts  of  his  own  govern" 
AuBSBT       nient,  that  are  not  liostik  to  that  of  the  underwriter.    The 

Gaat.  contrary  was  held  in  a  case  where  some  Americans,  being 
neutrals^  shipped  property  for  a  voyage  from  the  United 
States  to  Liverpooly  which  was  insured  in  England  on 
account  of  the  shippers/^  (He  then  refers  to  Conway  y. 
Grajft  nom.  Conway  y.  Davidson,  Same  y.  Forbes^  Mtnary 
T.  Shedden.)  *'  But  in  a  later  case,  the  opinion  of  the 
same  Court,  given  by  the  same  Judge,  does  not  con- 
firm this  doctrine/'  (He  then  refers  to  Simeon  v. 
Bazett.)  '^  But  it  is  not  said  that  there  was  any  differ- 
ence between  the  policies,  or  any  other  circumstance 
to  distinguish  the  cases ;  the  latter  decision,  therefore, 
seems  to  overrule  the  former/'  3  Kent  Comm.,  p.  292, 
is  to  the  same  effect.  [Pollock  C.  B.  This  matter  is 
treated  in  a  book  called  "Leading  Cases"  which  has 
been  sent  to  me  from  AmencaJ]  In  Francis  v.  The 
Ocean  Insurance  Company  (a),  Sutherland  J.,  in  deUver- 
ing  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says,  p.  423  :  *' All  the 
cases  admit,  that  detention  by  an  embaigo,  or  other  act 
of  any  other  government  than  that  of  the  assured,  is 
one  of  the  perils  covered  by  the  ordinary  policy,  and  is 
good  ground  of  abandonment.  That  an  embargo  by  the 
government  of  the  assured  is  as  much  within  the  actual 
contemplation  of  the  parties,  as  an  embai^  by  any  other 
government,  cannot  be  questioned ;  nor  that  the  citixens 
of  a  country  have  no  actual  participation  in  the  acts  of 
the  government,  in  any  sense  which  would  make  it  a 
violation  of  good  fisdth  to  permit  them  to  make  those 
acts  the  foundation  of  a  claim  against  a  foreign  under- 
writer. It  strikes  me  as  unworthy  of  the  advanced 
intelligence  of  the  age,  and  of  the  enlightened  condition 
(a)  6  Coweny  404;  ai&nn.  on  error,  2  Wmd.iii. 
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of  its  juriflprodence,  to  saffer  the  Bymmetry  of  so  im-  i8C2. 
porUuit  a  depaiiment  of  the  commercial  law,  to  be  broken  xvTmT~ 
in  upon,  on  the  strength  of  a  notion  so  purely  theoretical. 
This  is  the  first  time,  I  believe,  in  which  this  question 
has  come  before  an  American  Court ;  and  I  have,  for 
tbat  reason,  dwelt  upon  it  longer  than  was  necessary,  for 
the  pnrpoaes  of  the  case  which  we  are  now  deciding." 
[Bramwdl  B.  A  man  may  be  detained  by  the  muni- 
cipal law  of  a  country  where  he  happens  to  be.  May 
not  a  ship  be  detained  in  the  same  way?]  That  is 
where  a  man  has  violated  the  municipal  law  of  that 
country. 

Honyman,  in  reply. — The  doctrine  laid  down  in  1  Park 
bs.  168,  8th  ed.,  respecting  the  right  of  governments 
to  impose  embargos,  cannot  be  supported.  When  em- 
Wgos  are  imposed,  whether  on  the  property  of  natives 
or  foreigners,  compensation  is  always  made. 

No  weight  should  be  attached  to  Amould^B  authority 
on  the  present  subject,  as  he  contradicts  himself.  Thus, 
in  addition  to  the  passage  cited  on  the  other  side,  he 
says,  1  Arm  Ins.  112,  2d  ed. :  ''A  British  bom  subject, 
adopted  by  and  trading  in  the  United  States,  was  per- 
mitted to  prosecute  a  voyage  from  America  to  the  East 
bdies  in  a  manner  which  would  have  been  illegal  in  a 
British  subject,  but  was  permitted  by  treaty  to  the 
citiiena  of  the  United  States.  ♦  ♦  ♦  The  same  rule  was 
afterwards  applied  to  a  natural  bom  British  subject, 
domiciled  in  the  United  States  ;  and  it  was  held  that  he 
might  lawfully  trade  to  a  country  at  war  with  England, 
bnt  at  peace  with  the  United  States."  Again,  in  voL  2, 
p.  808,  speaking  of  Campbell  v.  Innes  (a) :  "  This  case  cer- 
(a)4^.  #^.  423. 
N   2 
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1862.       tainly  seems  to  le-estaUiah  the  principle  acted  upon  by 
Lord EUeakbanmgh  in  SmemY.  Bazett,  vis.,  that  an  EngM 


Gkat. 


J:.  underwriter  is  never  liable  for  loas  arising  from  the  acts 
of  the  fordgn  government  of  the  assured,  unless  the 
peculiar  dfcnmstances  of  the  case,  or  form  of  the  policy 
distincdy  shew  that  he  meant  to  insure  such  riak.''  \M» 
Smith. — ^The  statement  in  the  preceding  page,  that  the 
question  was  not  set  at  rest  by  the  EngKsh  law,  qualifies 
that.]  Again,  p.  888 :  "  But  where,  as  we  have  ah^sdy 
seen,  the  embargo  is  laid  on  by  a  foreign  government, 
of  which  the  assured  is  the  subject,  the  law  in  Engkmd 
appears  to  be,  that  the  foreign  assured  cannot  abandon 
and  recover  as  for  a  total  loss,  in  respect  of  such  em- 
bargo, in  our  Courts ;  at  all  events,  unless  it  manifestly 
appears^  either  from  the  policy  itself,  or  from  the  whole 
facts  of  the  case,  that  such  embai^  was  a  risk  distinctly 
contemplated  by  the  parties  to  the  policy/' 

In  the  passage  cited  from  PhiUips  on  Insurance,  s.  914, 
it  is  stated  that  the  form  of  the  policy  was  the  same  in 
Conway  v.  Gray  and  in  Simeon  v.  Bazeti,  which  shevs 
how  carelessly  this  author  had  read  the  reports  of  those 
cases.  And  in  several  passages  of  the  judgment  in 
Francis  v.  JTie  Ocean  Insurance  Company  (a),  pp.  417, 
420,  424,  the  Court  shew  that  they  had  no  intention  to 
overrule  Convoay  v.  Gray  (i). 

Cur.  ado.  vult 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Erlb  C.  J.  The  plaintiffs,  Spaniards,  sued  on  a 
policy  on  goods  by  which  they  were  insured,  inter  aHa, 
against  restraints  of  princes,  in  the  usual  fbnn. 

The  ship  was  restrained  at  Corunna  by  order  of  the 

(a)  6  Cawen,  404 ;  aff.  on  error,  2  Wend,  04.        (6)  10  East,  536. 
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Spankk  goyernment^  which  had  a  temporary  need  for       1862. 
transports,  and  laid  an  embargo  for  that  object  on  all      aubimT" 
Tessela  in  some  of  its  ports  at  that  time,  and  so  the  loss        q^^ 
was  oocaaioned.    The  plaintiffs  afiarmed  that  the  loes 
WB8  caused  by  the  restraint  of  a  prince.    And  if  the 
Court  is  to  give  effect  to  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
expressed  by  the  words  of  the  contract  according  to  their 
ordinaiy  meaning,  th^  are  right  in  this  affirmation — 
the  restraint  of  a  prince  caused  the  loss,  the  assured  have 
used  the  words  which  express  that  they  are  to  be  indemni- 
fied against  loss  from  any  restraint  of  any  prince;  and 
in  mercantile  interest,  the  loss  and  the  need  for  indem- 
nity against  it  is  the  same,  whoever  be  the  prince  who 
restrained  the  ship. 

The  defendant  alleges  that  the  ship  was  restrained 
by  the  act  of  the  plaintiffs  themselves,  and  he  founds  this 
allegation  on  the  fiction  that  every  subject  of  every 
state  consmita  to  and  adopts  as  his  own  every  act  of  the 
government  of  his  state,  according  to  the  decision  of 
Qmway  v.  Gray  (a).  And  he  contended  that  a  restraint 
by  the  SpanUh  government  is  a  restraint  by  every 
Spaniard,  and  so  by  the  plaintiffs. 

The  Court  below  gave  judgment  for  the  truth  against 
that  fiction,  and  in  our  opinion  the  Court  below  was 
right.  Each  party  relied  on  the  several  authorities 
which  he  eited,  but  it  is  not  now  expedient  to  go 
through  them  with  an  attempt  to  reconcile  them;  they 
are  in  such  apparent  inoonaistenoy  that  a  Court  of  error 
has  the  duty  of  resorting  to  the  governing  principle, 
md  deddiog  in  accordance  therewith* 

The  governing  principle  for  the  construction  of  con- 
tracts is  to  give  effect  to  the  intention  of  the  parties 
expressed  in  the  words  of  their  contract ;  and,  as  before 
(a)  10  Easi,  036. 
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1862.       Btated^  aooording  to  that  principle  the   plaintiib  were 
AvBKET      entitled  to  succeed. 

Gaat.  ^^  assertion  that  the  act  of  the  government  is  the 

act  of  each  sulrject  of  that  government,  is  never  really 
true.  In  representative  governments  it  may  have  a 
partial  semblance  of  truth,  but  in  despotic  governments 
it  is  without  that  semblance. 

We  were  much  pressed  with  the  argument  that  the 
case  of  Conway  v.  Gray  (a)  has  been  constantly  acted 
on  by  all  parties  interested  in  insurance  law.  The 
answer  is,  that  the  fact  is  disputed.  The  treatises  lead 
to  a  contrary  conclusion ;  and,  even  if  the  assertion  were 
true,  still  the  plaintiflk  ought  to  have  our  judgment, 
provided  we  think  that  the  dedsion  of  the  inferior  Ck>urty 
which  would  bind  till  it  was  overruled,  was  contrary  to 
law:  and  that  is  our  opinion. 

This  judgment  recognises  a  marked  distinction  be- 
tween an  embargo  in  a  time  when  there  is  peace  between 
the  countries  of  the  insurer  and  the  assured,  laid  on 
for  a  purpose  wholly  unconnected  with  hostility,  either 
existing  or  expected,  and  an  embargo  connected  with 
such  hostility ;  therefore  this  judgment  does  not  inter- 
fere with  any  of  the  decisions  on  points  connected  with 
war. 

It  should  also  be  understood  that  we  do  not  say 
if  the  act  of  seisure  was  a  lawful  act  under  the  muni- 
cipal law  of  Spain^  that,  as  against  a  Spanish  subject, 
such  seizure  would  be  within  the  insurance. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  authorises  me  to  say  that, 
although  he  does  not  entirely  concur  with  this  judgment, 
he  is  not  prepared  to  dissent  finom  the  decision  of  this 
Court  and  the  Court  below. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(«)  10  East,  536. 
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1862. 


WiLUAM  Roberts,  appellant,  John  Roberts,    ^S!2^!^imi. 
respondent.  Higi^rau, 

Tump%k$ 

In  1699  an  Act  was  obtained  fbr  making  a  turnpike  road  from  L,  to  A.^  7^!fv  p^^^ 
a  disunce  of  about  sixteen  miles,  and  empowering  the  trustees  to  take  ^  Tg^  '^^' 
U^oa  two  portions  of  the  road  so  soon  as  they  were  respectively  com-  ** '"''  *' 
pleted  and  open  to  the  public.    In  1861,  one  of  these  portions,  being  a 
distance  of  at>out  nine  miles,  was  opened  to  the  public,  and  tolls  were 
taken  on  it.    The  other  portion  had  not  been  commenced.    Upon  an 
information,  under  stat.  4  &  5  Fid.  e,  69. 8,  1.,  alleging  that  the  funds 
of  the  trust  were  insufficient  for  the  repairs  of  the  turnpike  roads  com- 
prised therein,  and  that  part  of  the  roM  so  opened  was  out  of  repair : 
odd,  that  the  justices  haii  jurisdiction  to  order  a  portion  of  the  highway 
nte  to  be  applied  to  the  repair  of  the  road. 

pASE  stated  by  justices  under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict 

An  information  preferred  by  WUUam  Roberts^  the  appel- 
lant, treasurer  of  the  trustees  of  the  Llanrwit  and  Abergele 
Turnpike  Road  Trust,  against  ./bAit  Roberts^  the  respondent, 
rorveyor  of  the  highways  of  the  township  of  SiWor,  in 
the  county  of  Denbigh,  under  stat.  4  &  6  Vict.  c.  59, 
(which  Act  has  been  continued  and  is  now  in  force), 
was  heard  and  determined  by  justices  at  a  special  Session. 
It  alleged  that  a  certain  road  from  Abergele  to  Llanger* 
«ttw  was  made  under  the  authority  of  stat.  22  &  28  Vict. 
e.  Izxviil,  intituled  ''An  Act  for  making  a  road  from 
Uannoit  to  Abergele,  and  a  branch  road  thereout,  in  the 
counties  of  Denbigh  and  Caemarvtm;'^  that  the  funds 
of  the  turnpike  trust  were  insufficient  for  the  repairs 
of  the  turnpike  roads  comprised  therein,  part  whereof 
an  through  and  was  situate  within  the  township  of  Sirior^ 
and  that  the  part  of  the  turnpike  road  so  lying  within 
the  township  was  then  out  of  repair;  and  further, 
that  notice  in  writing  of  the  intention  of  the  appellant 
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1862.       ^^  exhibit  the  infonnation  had  been^  pnnuant  to  the 
J.  statute  in  that  behalf^  given  by  him  as  such  treasurer 

▼•  to  the  respondent^  that  at  the  special   Sessions  ap- 

plication  would  be  made  to  the  justices  for  their 
examination  into  the  state  of  the  revenue  and  debts  of 
the  turnpike  trusty  as  also  to  inquire  into  the  state 
and  condition  of  the  repairs  of  the  roads  within  the 
township^  and  also  to  ascertain  the  length  of  the 
roads^  including  turnpike  roads,  therein,  and  how  much 
of  the  road  was  turnpike  road,  as  required  by  stat 
4  &  5  Vict.  c.  59. :  and  if,  after  such  examination,  it 
should  appear  to  them  necessary  or  expedient  for  the 
purpose  of  the  turnpike  road  so  to  do,  that  then  appli- 
cation would  be  made  to  them  to  adjudge  and  order 
that  such  portion  as  they  might  think  necessary  of  the 
rate  or  assessment  levied  or  to  be  levied  by  the  Act  in 
that  behalf  for  and  towards  the  repairs  of  such  part  of 
the  turnpike  road  as  was  within  the  township. 

In  the  year  1859,  an  Act,  22  &  23  VieL  c.  IxxviiL,  was 
obtained  for  making  a  turnpike  road  from  the  market 
town  of  Uanrwgt  to  the  market  town  of  Aberffek,  a 
distance  of  sixteen  miles  and  one  furlong :  the  preamble  of 
which  recited,  among  other  things,  as  follows : ''  Whereas 
the  making  and  maintaining  the  road  hereinafter  de- 
scribed will  be  the  means  of  opening  a  more  direct 
communication  than  at  present  exists  between  the  towns 
of  Llanrwsi  and  Aberffek,  in  the  county  of  Denbigh,  and 
the  making  and  maintaining  the  branch  road  leading  out 
of  such  road  will  be  of  great  service  to  the  owners  and 
occupiers  of  the  adj  oining  lands,  and  such  road  and  branch 
road,  when  opened  to  the  public,  will  be  a  work  of  great 
public  utility/'  Under  the  authority  of  that  Act,  a 
portion  of  the  road,  being  the  part  lying  between 
the  village  of  Llangemiew  and  the  market  town  of 
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Abergekf  a  distance  of  nine  miles  and  one  furlongs         1862. 
was,  on  the  17th  June^  1861,  opened  to  the  public;  and,      SiA^mn^ 
in  yirtne  of  sect.  18  of  that  Act,  tolls  had  been  and     it^^'^n. 
Btill  were  taken  at  the  toll  bars  erected  on  the  part  of 
the  road  so  opened.    The  remaining  part  of  the  road 
firom  the  Tillage  of  Llangemiew  to  the  market  town  of 
Uaxnosts  a  distance  of  seven  miles,  had  not  been  com- 
menced.    Sect  18  of  the  Act,  which  applies  to  the 
portion  of  the  road  so  completed,  enacts :   ''  So  soon 
as  that  portion  of  the  road  by  this  Act  authorised  as 
is  sitaate  between  the  town  of  Llanrwst  and  The  Stag 
Inn,  in  the  township  of  Dyafon^  in  the  parish  of  Llanr 
gendew^  is  completed  and  open  to  the  public,  the  trus- 
tees may  demand  and  take,  at  the  several  turnpikes 
which  shall  be  erected  upon  or  on  the  sides  of  the  same, 
sach  tolls  as  the  trustees  may  direct,  not  exceeding  the 
tolls  by  this  Act  authorisEed  to  be  taken;  and  so  soon 
as  that  portion  of  the  road  before  described  as  is  situate 
between  the  said  Stag  Inn  and  the  termination  of  the 
road  in  the   said  parish  of  Abergele  is  completed  and 
open  to  the  public,  the  trustees  may  in  like  manner 
demand  and  take,  at  the  several  turnpikes  which  shall 
he  erected  upon  or  on  the  sides  of  the  same,  such  toUs 
as  the  trustees  may  direct,  not  exceeding  the  tolls  by 
this  Act  authorized  to  be  taken.''    The  part  of  the  road 
80  opened  is  the  portion  referred  to  in  the  latter  part  of 
the  above  section,  and  runs  through  several  townships 
within  the  division  of  Indula$f  one  of  which  is  the  town- 
ship of  which  the  respondent  is  surveyor.    The  funds 
(^  the  trust  were  insufficient  to  keep  the  road  in  repair. 
The  trustees  had  borrowed  6700/.  on  the  security  of  the 
tolls  of  the  trust,  and  the  tolls  received  at  the  gates 
from  the  month  of  Jum  to  the  81st  December^  1861, 
only  amounted  to  1561.  4«.  7d.    There  were  164  roods    • 
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1862.  of  the  road  so  opened  nummg  tkrough  the  respondent's 
H^,^„  parish;  and  it  would  cost  622.  to  put  and  keep  the 
same  in  effectual  repair  for  the  ensuing  twdre  months. 

It  was  submitted  by  the  appellant^  that^  under  the 
4  &  5  Vict  c  59.,  the  justices  had  power  to  make  an 
order  on  the  respondent's  township  to  contribute  to 
the  repair  of  that  part  of  the  road  opened  within  his 
township,  and  that,  the  portion  of  the  road  firom  IMmr 
gemiew  to  Abergele  having  been  completed  and  opened 
to  the  public,  was  to  be  treated  in  all  respects,  under 
sect.  18  of  the  Llanrtost  and  Abergele  Act,  as  a  distinct 
and  separate  road. 

The  respondent  contended  that  the  justices  had  no 
power  to  make  an  order,  inasmuch  as  the  road  had 
not  been  completed  from  point  to  point,  namely,  firom 
Llanrwsi  to  Abergele^  and  until  the  whole  road  was 
opened  the  public  could  not  be  compelled  to  repair  any 
part  of  it ;  and  it  was  also  urged  that  as,  according  to 
the  preamble  of  the  Act,  the  object  of  making  the  road 
was  to  have  a  direct  line  of  communication  between 
Lhmnost  and  Abergele,  the  two  principal  towns  of  the 
neighbourhood,  which  would  be  of  great  service  to  the 
owners  and  occupiers  of  the  adjoining  lands,  the  object 
could  not  be  said  to  be  attained,  as  the  road  had  been 
opened  little  more  than  half  way  to  Llanrwet,  which 
provided  no  through  communication,  but  was  simply  a 
communication  between  a  rural  village  and  a  town,  and 
in  its  present  incomplete  state  was  of  little  or  no  use 
to  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  the  adjoining  lands  or 
the  public  in  general;  and  it  was  further  submitted 
that,  until  the  whole  road  was  opened,  the  traffic  would 
not  be  developed,  and  it  would  not  be  ascertained  whether 
or  not  the  tolls  would  be  equal  to  the  expenditure;  and 
further^  that  sect.  18  of  the  Act  merely  authorized  the 
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taking  of  the  tolls,  and  did  not  alter  the  general  law  i8Q2. 
that  a  turnpike  road  must  be  completed  from  point  to  j^^^^^ 
point  before  statute  duty  could  be  applied  for.  The 
respondent  also  tendered  evidence  to  shew  that  the  part 
of  the  road  so  finished  had  never  been  properly  made, 
and  the  appellant's  application  was  in  fact  more  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  funds  to  make  and  complete  the 
road  than  to  put  it  in  repair ;  and  moreover  that  there 
was  no  evidence  before  the  justices  that  the  road  had 
been  adopted  by  the  township. 

The  justices  came  to  the  conclusion  that,  as  the  Act 
purported  to  be  an  Act  for  making  a  road  from  Llanrwst 
to  Ahergekj  and  not  from  Uangemtew  to  Abergele^  being 
the  part  of  the  road. so  completed,  they  had  no  power 
to  make  an  order  on  flxe  respondent,  as  surveyor  of  the 
highways,  for  a  contribution  towards  the  repairs  of  the 
part  of  the  road  so  opened,  until  the  whole  line  of  road 
from  Hanrwsi  to  Abergele  was  finished  and  opened  to 
the  public,  and  they  accordingly  dismissed  the  informa- 


The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether 
the  justices  were  right  in  dismissing  the  information  on 
the  above  ground. 

Wddy^  for  the  appellant.— In  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants 
of  Cumberwarih  (a)  it  was  held  that  where  trustees, 
empowered  by  Act  of  Parliament  to  make  a  road  from 
A,  to  B.,  being  in  length  twelve  miles,  had  completed 
eleven  and  a  half  miles  of  such  road,  to  a  point  where  it 
intersected  a  public  highway,  the  district  in  which  the 
part  so  completed  lay  was  not  bound  to  repair  it,  on  the 
ground  that  the  completion  of  the  road  for  the  entire 

{a)  3B,f  Ad.  106. 
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1802.  distance  was  a  oonditioii  precedent  to  creating  a  charge 
^,„„  cm  the  district;  and  Bex  y.  The  JkhabkamiM  qf  Edge 
Ronm.  -Il^m^Ca)  followed  the  dedsionin  that  case.  Bat  here  the 
road  finom  Lkmgemiew  to  Aberyek  is  a  distinct  turnpike 
road  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  4  fc  6  VicL  e.  59.«.1. 
Bex  r.  The  InhahiiatUs  ff  Cumberworth  {b)  proceeded 
partly  upon  the  notion,  founded  on  Bex  v.  The  ImhabUxmU 
of  St.  Be9iediei{c)  and  BexY.  Mdlor{d),  thattherewas  a 
necessity  for  an  adoption  of  the  road  by  the  parish;  anotioii 
which  was,  however,  overruled  in  JZerv.  The  Inhabitants 
of  Leake  (e\  confirmed  by  Beg.  v.  The  LtihabUamU  of  Lords- 
mere  (/).  Here  the  road  in  question  was  dedicated,  not 
by  a  private  person,  but  by  a  public  body,  and  it  wu 
used  by  the  public,  and  so  became  a  public  Queen's  high- 
way ;  whereupon  all  the  incidents  of  a  highway  fidlowed, 
one  of  which  is  that  it  is  repairable  by  the  parish,  and 
therefore  the  case  is  within  stat.  4  &  5  Ftcl.  c.  59.  [He 
cited  The  Trusted  of  Sunk  hland  Turnpike  Boad,  ap- 
pellants. The  Surveyore  of  The  Higkwaye  of  Patrwgtoh, 
respondents  {gy] 

Watkin  miliams,  for  the  respondent— The  principle 
of  the  decision  in  Bex  v.  ITie  InhabUante  of  Edge  Lane  {a\ 
which  is  not  distinguishable  finom  the  present  case,  vi<.| 
that,  where  trustees  are  authorised  to  make  a  turnpike 
road,  the  entire  road  must  be  completed  before  the 
public  can  be  compelled  to  repair  any  part,  is  still  law. 
The  road  fiK>m  Hangermew  to  Abergele  is  not  a  tnnpil^e 
road  within  the  meaning  of  stat  4  ft  5  Vict,  c  5%  ^  !*> 
which  authorises  the  justices  to  make  arate  in  aid  of  the 

(a)  4A,iE,  723.  (b)  3  B.  fJd,  106. 

(e)  4B.fA.^7.  (d)  lB,iJd.32. 

(€)  5  B.iJd,  469.  (/)  15  Q.  B,  689. 

ig)  lB,fS.7i7. 
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tolk     [Cockbum,  C.  J.— So  far  as  the  road  exuta,  it  ia        1862. 

not  to  be  allowed  to  go  out  of  repair.    Blackburn  J.   I  do      Bobbbts 

not  see  any  thing  in  the  scheme  of  atat.  22  &  23  Viet,      robbbts. 

c.  Ixxyiii,  which  shews  that  the  making  of  the  whole  line 

of  load  £rom  Llanrwst  to  Abergek  is  a  condition  prece* 

dent  to  any  portion  of  it  being  repairable  by  the  public. 

The  language  used  by  Lord  Eldan  in  Blahemare  v.  The 

Glamorgamhire  Canal  Company  (a),  that  local  Acts  for 

private  undertaMngs  are  to  be  looked  on  as  contracts 

with  legislatiye  sanction^  has  been  explained  in  Tlie  York 

(od  North  Midland  Railway  Company  y.  The  Queen  (6).] 

CocKBu&N  C.  J.  Stat.  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  69.  s.  1.  enacts  that^ 
where  the  funds  of  a  turnpike  trust  are  insufficient  for 
the  repairs  of  the  turnpike  roads  within  any  parish,  the 
JQstioes  may  examine  and  inquire  into  certain  matters, 
and,  if  it  shall  appear  necessary  or  expedient,  may  order 
a  portion  of  the  highway  rate  to  be  laid  out  upon  the 
repairs  of  the  road.  If  this  case  had  come  before  us 
after  an  examination  and  inquiry  by  the  justices,  we 
should  not  say  what  conclusion  they  ought  to  have 
come  to.  And  they  do  not  ask  us  whether  they  ought 
to  hare  taken  into  consideration  the  circumstance  that 
the  road  was  not  completed  to  Llanrwst,  or  whether, 
having  taken  that  circumstance  into  consideration,  they 
ought  to  have  made  an  order  under  stat  4  &  6  Vict. 
C.59.;  but  whether,  the  whole  of  the  road  from  Llanrwst 
to  Abergele  not  having  been  completed,  they  had  juris- 
diction to  make  the  order.  The  only  question  which  we 
have  to  determine  is  whether  the  portion  of  the  road  which 
has  been  opened  is  a  turnpike  road  viithin  the  township 
of  Sirior^  within  the  provisions  of  this  statute.   I  think  it 

(a)  1  Myl  #  K,  154.  162. 

(b)  IR^B,  858.  868,  869. 
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1862.  is;  the  statute  has  made  no  provision  for  the  non-exer- 
BoBKBTt  cise  of  the  powers  by  the  justices  in  the  case  of  the 
SoBBBTB.  ei^tire  length  of  a  road  not  having  been  completed  in 
pursuance  of  the  Act  for  making  it.  The  words  being 
quite  general^  if  we  introduced  an  exception  we  should 
be  legislating  instead  of  construing  the  statute.  There- 
foie  the  justices  were  wrong  in  dismissing  the  informa- 
tion on  the  ground  stated. 

Blackbusn  J.  (The  only  other  Judge  present)  I  am 
of  the  same  opinion.  Stat  4  &  5  Vict  c,  50.  gives  the 
trustees  of  turnpike  roads  a  right  to  apply  to  justices  to 
make  an  order  that  the  highway  rate  shall  contribute  to 
the  repairs  of  that  part  of  the  road  which  is  within  the 
parish,  when  the  funds  of  the  turnpike  trust  are  in- 
sufScient  and  the  state  of  the  repairs  of  the  road  renders 
it  necessary  and  expedient  The  respondent  relies  on 
the  authority  of  Rex  v.  TYee  Infiabiiants  of  Cumber- 
worth  (a)  and  Rex  t.  The  Inhabitanis  of  Edge  Lane  {b\ 
and  contends  that  the  turnpike  trustees  had  no  power 
to  make  the  road  as  far  as  Llangemiew  only,  stopping 
short  of  the  whole  length.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to 
consider  whether^  if  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Edge 
Lane  (b)  was  in  point,  it  would  bind  us,  because,  grant- 
ing that  it  is  still  law,  stat  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  Ixxviii.  s.  18. 
authorized  the  opening  of  the  portion  of  the  road  between 
Abergele  and  Llangemiew  before  it  was  completed  to 
Llanrwst;  and  it  is  clear  that  a  portion  of  a  turnpike 
road  opened  in  compliance  with  an  Act  of  Parliament 
is  a  turnpike  road  within  stat.  4  &  5  Vict,  c,  59.,  unless 
there  is  a  provision  excepting  it  There  is  no  such  pro- 
vision ;  and  therefore  we  cannot  introduce  one. 

Case  remitted. 

{a)  1  B.  4-  Ad,  108.  (A)  A  A.  ^  B,  72S. 
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1862. 


The  Queen  against  George  Hutchinson  Fisher,  ^^^I^^^^^^ 

Clerk,  and  Ralph  Dickinson  Gough,    Esq., 

Justices  of  the  County  of  Stafpord.  c2aJ!^a>f»- 

tolidatumAet, 
1845  8^9 
^  The  RaQways  danoes  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Vict,  e.  20.    Vietle,  20. 
t.  6&,  tiie  Company  shall  make  and  maintain  "for  the  accommodation  m.  68^  69. 
of  the  owners  and  occapiers  of  lands  adjoining  the  railway/'  among  Acoomrndda' 
other  works,  **  All  neeeasary  arches,  tunnels,  culyerts,  drains  &c.,  either  fion  work$. 
ant  or  under  or  by  the  sides  of  the  railway,  of  snch  dimensions  as  will  Minet. 
be  Buffident  at  all  times  to  oonyey  the  water  as  dearly  from  the  lands 
lying  near  or  affected  by  the  railway  as  before  the  making  of  the  railway, 
or  IS  nearly  so  as  may  be ;  and  snch  works  shall  be  mi^e  from  tame  to 
time  as  the  railway  works  proceed."    By  sect.  69,  **  If  any  difference 
aiiM  respecting  the  kind  or  number  of  any  such  accommodation  works, 
or  the  dimensions  or  sufficiency  thereof,  or  respecdna  the  maintaining 
thereof;  the  same  shall  be  determined  by  two  justices  &c."    The  owners 
of  mines  extending  under  a  railway,  which  had  been  made  by  a  railway 
Company  under  the  powers  of  their  Act,  3  W.  4.  e,  xxxiy.,  which  con- 
tuned  similar  proyiaions  with  the  8  &  9  Viet,  c,  20.,  gaye  notice  to  the 
Company  in  1858  of  their  intention  to  work  the  mine  under  the  line  of 
nflvay,  and  the  Company  declined  or  neglected  to  purchase.    At  this 
point  the  line  of  railway  was  in  a  deep  cutting,  and  the  Company  had 
made  drains  upon  the  line  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  off  the  water 
vhu^  fell  upon  the  railway,  and  ran  firom  the  sides  of  the  cutting.   The 
vorkinff  of  the  mine  had  caused  the  land  on  which  the  railway  was  con- 
■tnded  to  sink,  so  that  the  Company  were  compelled  to  fill  up  such 
nnkingi  in  order  to  presenre  the  leyel  of  the  railway,  and  thereby  the 
dnins  had  become  in  some  places  choked  up,  and  the  water  percolated 
throQgh  the  broken  strata  and  through  the  cinders  used  by  the  Company 
for  flUing  up  the  sinkings,  and  so  passed  into  the  mines.    Held,  that 
these  dnins  were  not  accommodation  works  within  sects.  68  and  69  of 
8&9Ftel.e.20. 


TN  Mkhaelmas  Term,  1861, 

H.  S,  Giffard  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  George 
Hutchinson  Fisher,  Clerk,  and  Ralph  Dickinson  Gough, 
Esq.,  justices  of  the  county  of  Stafford,  to  shew  cause  why 
a  writ  of  certiorari  shotdd  not  issue  to  remove  a  certain 
order  under  their  hands  and  seals,  bearing  date  24th 
Dtcmher,  1860,  ordering  and  adjudging  that  The  Lon- 
don  and  North  Western  Railway  Company  should  main- 
tain and  keep  in  repair  the  drains  or  culverts  in  the 
order  mentioned,  so  as  to  convey  the  water  as  clearly 
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1862.       fiK>m  the  colliery  and  lands  of  Jame$  BagnaU  and  WUBam 
The  QuKBv    BagnaU  as  before  the  making  of  the  railway,  or  as  nearly 

and  Another.  Tj,g  ^^^^  ^  ^^^  ^f  ^^^^  ^^  annexed  to  one  of  the 
affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  made  at  a  Petty 
Session  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  county  of 
Stafford^  acting  for  the  Petty  Sessional  Division  of  ffol- 
verhampion,  holden  at  WillenhalU  on  the  24th  December^ 
1860.  After  reciting,  among  other  things,  an  informa- 
tion and  complaint  that  Tlie  London  and  North  WtUern 
Railway  Company  had  neglected  to  maintain  and  repair 
the  drains  or  culverts^  running  from  the  flat  bridge 
crossing  the  river  Tame  near  the  WiUenhaU  railway 
station,  along  their  line  towards  Hie  Crescent  CoBkry, 
there  occupied  by  James  BagnaU  and  WilKam  BagnaU, 
carrying  on  business  under  the  firm  of  **  Messrs.  John 
BagnaU  jp  Sons/^  the  colliery  being  lands  lying  near 
or  aflPected  by  the  railway,  and  the  drains  or  culvertB 
being  in  their  then  state  insufficient  to  carry  the 
water  as  clearly  from  the  lands  as  before  the  making 
of  the  railway;  and  that  a  summons  had  issued 
thereon  to  The  London  and  North  fFeUem  Railway 
Company  to  appear  to  answer  the  complaint,  it  pro- 
ceeded as  follows :  "  We,  the  said  justices,  in  pursuance 
of  the  powers  conferred  upon  us  by  The  Bailways 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  do  find  that  a  differ- 
ence arose  between  the  said  James  BagnaU  and  fftlliam 
BagnaU  and  The  London  and  North  Western  Railway 
Company  respecting  the  maintaining  of  the  said  drains 
or  culverts  mentioned  in  the  said  information  and  com- 
plaint, and  that  such  drains  or  culverts  are  within  the 
said  Wolverhampton  Petty  Sessional  Division,  and  that 
the  said  drains  or  culverts  are  not  sufficient,  at  aU  times, 
to  convey  the  water  as  clearly  from  the  land  lying  near 
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or  affected  by  the  said  railway  as  before  the  making  of        1862. 

the  aame^  or  as  nearly  so  as  may  be^  and  for  insaring    r^^^  Quxcm 

the  speedy  maintaining  and  repairing  of  the  said  drains       yx^^^^ 

and  calverts  we  order  and  adjudge  that  the  said  London   ^^  Another. 

(md  North  Western  Railway  Company  do  maintain  and 

keep  in  repair  the  said  drains  or  culverts^  running  from 

the  flat  bridge  crossing  the  river  Tame  near  the  said 

WiBenhatt  railway  station,  along  the  line  of  railway 

towards  the  said  Crescent  CoJUery,  there  occupied  by  the 

said  Jamen  BagnaU  and  WiUiam  Bagnall  (which  said 

colliery  are  lands  lying  near  or  affected  by  the  said 

railway),  so  as  to  convey  the  water  as  clearly  from  the 

said  colliery  and  lands  as  before  the  making  of  the  said 

raflway,  or  as  nearly  so  as  may  be.    And  we  appoint 

ten  days  from  the  date  of  this  present  order  for  the , 

commencement  of  such  work.    And  we  also  appoint  a 

calendar  month  from  the  date  of  this  present  order  for 

the  erection  and  completion  of  the  same  works.    And 

we  do  hereby  further  order  and  adjudge  the  said  London 

and  North  Western  Raihoay  Company  to  pay  to  the  said 

James  Bagnall  and  WiUiam  BagnaU  the  sum  of  21  15f., 

forthwith^  for  their  costs  in  this  behalf.     Oiven,"  &c. 

The  aJB&davits  in  support  of  the  rule  stated  that  the  only 
witness  called  in  support  of  the  information  and  complaint 
was  the  mining  agent  of  Messrs.  BagnaU^  who  described 
geneiaUy  the  nature  of  the  drains  and  the  manner  in  which 
the  mines  were  affected  by  the  same  having  become 
stopped  up,  namely,  amongst  other  things,  by  the  percola- 
tion of  the  water  through  the  broken  strata,  caused  by  the 
working  of  the  mines  beneath,  and  through  the  cinders 
iiaed  by  the  Compimy  to  fill  up  the  sinking  of  the  rail- 
way, also  caused  by  the  working  of  the  mines ;  but  no 
evidence  was  offered  to  shew  that  the  drains  were  other 

VOL.  III.  o  B.   &  s. 
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1R62.  than  passages  for  carrying  off  water  from  the  railway 
The  QuKKN  itself,  and  made  by  the  Company  for  that  purpose :  that 
FisHEii  ^*  ^^  admitted  that,  if  the  drains  were  reopened,  sonic 
and  Another,  ^ater  wonld  still  pass  into  the  mines,  unless  the  drains 
were  made  water  tight  by  some  process  not  adopted 
before  the  drains  became  stopped  up ;  and  that  the 
workings  of  the  mines  were  commenced  fifteen  years 
after  the  construction  of  the  railway :  that  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  complainant's  case  it  was  objected  for  the 
Company  that  the  drains  were  not  accommodation  works 
within  the  meaning  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c.  20.  s.  68.,  bnt 
were  works  made  by  the  Company  for  their  own  accom- 
modation ;  and  further,  that  they  were  not  accommoda- 
tion works  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  inasmuch  as 
they  were  not  required  for  fifteen  years  after  the  making 
of  the  railway ;  that  mines  underneath  the  railway  were 
not  adjoining  lands  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act ;  and 
that  the  question  raised  by  the  summons  and  informa- 
tion was  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices. 

The  affidavit  of  the  Company's  superintendent  of  the 
permanent  way  of  a  certain  district  of  the  railway  stated 
that  the  line  of  railway,  at  the  point  where  Messrs.  Bag- 
nail  were  working  their  mines  under  the  same,  was  in  a 
cutting  of  the  depth  of  about  twenty-six  feet,  and  the 
drains  or  culverts  mentioned  in  the  order,  when  open, 
were  three  feet  in  width  and  two  feet  in  depth,  and  were 
situated  on  each  side  of  and  ran  parallel  with  the  line 
of  railway,  and  were  within  a  few  feet  of  the  actual  rails 
of  the  railway,  and  were  on  land  belonging  to  the  Com- 
pany, which  had  been  purchased  and  used  for  the  purpose 
of  the  construction  of  the  railway;  that  it  was  the 
practice  to  construct  similar  drains  or  culverts  by  the 
side  of  the  line  of  railway  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
off  the  water  which  falls  upon  the  railway  itself,  and 
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which  18  collected  upon  and  rons  off  from  the  banks  or  1862. 
dopes  of  the  cutting  in  which  the  line  of  railway  is  The  Queen 
formed^  and  such  drains  or  culverts  were  not  constructed  fisueb 
as  works  for  the  accommodation  of  the  owners  or  occu-  *°^  Another, 
piers  of  adjoining  lands^  but  were  strictly  part  of  the 
works  of  the  railway ;  that  the  working  of  the  mine 
under  the  railway  had  caused  the  land  on  which  the 
nulway  was  constructed  to  sink  fit)m  time  to  time,  so 
that  the  Company  had  necessarily  been  compelled  to  fill 
up  sach  sinkings  in  order  to  preserve  the  level  of  the 
nulway  and  render  the  same  safe  for  traffic,  and  by 
reason  of  such  sinking,  and  the  filling  up  of  the  space 
caused  thereby,  the  drains  or  culverts  had  become  in 
some  places  entirely  choked  up ;  that  the  filling  up  of 
such  sinkings  was  a  source  of  constant  care  and  great 
eipense  to  the  Company,  and  they  used  for  the  same, 
in  a  great  measure,  cinders  and  refuse  from  collieries, — 
materials  which,  from  the  nature  of  the  works  carried 
on  in  the  neighbourhood,  were  more  readily  obtained 
than  other  materials,  and  were  effectual  for  the  purpose 
for  which  the  same  were  used, — but  the  water  which  was 
collected  on  the  railway  percolated  through  the  same, 
and  was  thus  conveyed  into  the  mines ;  that  the  work- 
ing of  the  mine  had  also  caused  considerable  subsidence 
of  the  rock  of  which  the  sides  or  slopes  of  the  railway 
were  mainly  composed,  and  made  large  cracks  or  fissures 
therein,  to  the  great  damage  of  the  same,  by  means  of 
^hich  cracks  or  fissures  the  water  falling  on  the  sides 
or  slopes  found  its  way  into  the  mines  below ;  that  the 
repair  of  the  drains  or  culverts,  and  the  putting  them 
in  the  same  condition  as  before  the  working  of  the 
Qunes,  would  not  have  the  effect  of  Entirely  preventing 
the  water  which  fell  and  was  collected  on  the  surface  of 
o  2 
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The  time  of  shewing  caose  agamst  the  rule  was  1862. 

enlarged  until  judgment  should  be  given  in  error  in  xhe  Qvkes 

Bagnall  v.  The  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Com-  yibu^k 

pamf  (a).    The  decision  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  and  Another, 
hanng  been  afBrmed  on  error  {b), 

Gray  now  shewed  cause. — These  drains  are  ''accom- 
modation works/'  within  The  Railways  Clauses  Consoli- 
dation Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Vict  c.  20.  s.  69.,  which  enacts : 
"  If  any  difference  arise  respecting  the  kind  or  number 
of  any  such  accommodation  works,  or  the  dimensions  or 
safficiency  thereof  or  respecting  the  maintaining  thereof, 
the  same  shall  be  determined  by  two  justices;  and 
SQcli  justices  shall  also  appoint  the  time  within  which 
such  works  shall  be  commenced  and  executed  by  the 
Company." 

By  sect.  68,  ''  The  Company  shall  make  and  at  all 
times  thereafter  maintain  the  following  works  for  the 
aooommodation  of  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  lands 
adjoining  the  railway;''  and  it  mentions,  among  others, 
*'  all  necessary  arches,  tunnels,  culverts,  drains,  or  other 
passages,  either  over  or  under  or  by  the  sides  of  the 
railway,  of  such  dimensions  as  will  be  sufficient  at  all 
times  to  conyqr  the  water  as  clearly  from  the  lands 
lying  near  or  affected  by  the  railway  as  before  the 
making  of  the  railway,  or  as  nearly  so  as  may  be ;  and 
such  works  shall  be  made  from  time  to  time  as  the  railr 
way  works  proceed."  And  by  the  interpretation  clause, 
sect  3,  ''the  word  'lands'  shall  include  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  of  any  tenure"; 
80  that  sect.  69  is  to  be  read  as  if ''  mines  or  minerals" 
were  mentioned  in  it  By  sect.  78,  "  The  Company 
shall  not  be  compelled  to  make  any  further  or  additional 
(a)  7ir.  #  JV.  423.  {h)  1  H.4'  C.  544. 
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1862.        ttccommodation  works  for  the  use  of  owners  and  occu- 

"rhe  Qdbkk    Pi6"  of  l*^d  adjoining  the  railway  after  the  expiration 

FisHKR       ^f  *^®  prescribed  period^  or,  if  no  period  be  prescribed, 

and  Another,   ^fter  five  years  from  the  completion  of  the  works  and 

the  opening  of  the  railway  for  public  use/' 

By  Stat  8  JV.  4.  c.  xxxiv.,  the  Company  were  required 
to  make,  and  from  time  to  time  maintain,  among  other 
things,  such  and  so  many  culverts,  ditches  and  passages 
over,  under  or  by  the  side  of,  or  leading  to  or  from,  the 
railway,  of  such  dimensions,  and  in  such  manner,  as  two 
or  more  justices  should,  upon  the  application  of  the 
owner,  lessee  or  tenant  of  any  lands,  mines,  or  minerals, 
judge  necessary  and  appoint  (in  case  there  should  be 
any  dispute  about  the  same)  for  the  use  of  the  owners 
and  occupiers  of  the  respective  lands,  mines  and  minerals 
through  or  over  which  such  railways  should  be  made, 
and  for  the  commodious  use  and  occupation  of  their 
lands,  mines  and  minerals  on  either  side  of  the  railway. 
Mines  or  minerals  are  mentioned  in  the  special  Act, 
because  it  contained  no  interpretation  clause. 

Suppose  the  Company,  without  regard  to  an  owner 
of  the  surface,  made  drains  for  the  purpose  of  their  rail- 
way, and  those  drains  drained  his  land  sufficiently,  so 
that  he  had  no  occasion  to  go  before  justices  in  order  to 
get  drains  made,  it  would  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
justices  to  make  an  order,  under  sect  69,  for  maintain- 
ing them,  IWighiman  J.  The  question  is,  whether 
these  drains  were,  in  the  beginning,  accommodation 
'works  ?]  If  they  were  not,  they  have  become  accom- 
modation works  by  reason  of  Messrs.  BagnaU  working 
their  mines.  Suppose  a  mine-owner  is  working  nunes 
not  under  but  near  the  railway,  and  foresees  that  in  a 
few  months  his  working  will  be  under  the  railway,  it  is 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  mine  that  the  jus- 
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tices  should  Iiave  jurisdiction  to  order  the  Company  to  j^3Q2. 

make  drains  to  carry  all  tlie  water  which  would  other-  xheQuBKH 

wise  get  into  the  mine.    It  was  decided,  in  Bagnall  v.  j.„hkr 

The  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company  (a),  and  Another, 
that  the  Company  were  bound  by  their  Act  to  keep  the 
dnoDsin  rqMur. 

H,  S.  Giffard,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  justices 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  upon  the  evidence 
before  them,  nor  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  afiBidavits. 
The  judgment  in  Bagnall  v.  The  London  and  North 
Wtstem  Railway  Company  (a)  was,  that  the  Company 
were  Uable  in  an  action  for  damages  sustained  by 
Messrs.  Bagnall  in  consequence  of  their  working  of 
the  mine  having  let  down  the  surface,  because,  the  Com- 
pany having  declined  to  piirchase  the  mine,  the  mine- 
owner  had  a  right  to  work  it.  If  the  justices  had  juris- 
diction to  make  this  order,  there  would  be  no  occasion 
to  resort  to  an  action.  These  drains  are  not  accommo- 
dation works  within  stat  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20.  ss.  68,  69. 
Sect.  68  does  not  contemplate  accommodation  works  for 
Dunes;  it  refers  to  drains  on  the  surface  of  the  land. 
Messrs.  Bagnall  are  not  the  owners  of  *^  lands  adjoining 
the  railway  -/'  and  these  drains  are  in  the  railway,  not 
"oies  or  under  or  by  the  sides  of  the  railway/'  And  the 
mischief  would  not  be  cured  unless  the  justices  ordered 
the  Company  to  puddle  the  whole  line  of  railway. 
{CoeVbwm  C.  J.  The  drains  are  sufficient  to  drain  the 
surface;  pro  tanto,  reUef  would  be  afforded  if  they  were 
kept  in  order.] 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  This  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 
The  question  whether  works  made  by  the  Company  are 

(«)  7  jy.  #  N.  423;  affirmed  in  error,  1  H,  cj-  C.  644. 
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1862.  works  ''for  the  acoommodation  of  tlie  owners  and  oocu- 
The  QuKEH  P^^'^  ^^  lands  adjoining  the  railway/'  within  the  meaning 
F18HBR  ^^  ^^^  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  20.  s.  6%  is  one  to  be  determined 
and  Another,  at  the  time  of  the  construction  of  the  works;  and  the 
owner  should  then  make  his  election  as  to  the  step 
which  he  will  take  for  obtaining  the  redress  which 
the  statute  affords.  If  a  mine-owner,  not  having  made 
up  his  mind  to  work  contiguous  to  or  under  the  rail- 
way, applied  to  the  Company  to  make  accommodation 
works  prospectively,  the  Company  might  answer  that  he 
would  not  suffer  injury  until  he  worked  his  mine,  and 
that  when  he  had  determined  to  do  so,  they  might 
choose  to  purchase  the  mine.  I  also  think  that  sect  68  has 
reference  to  what  takes  place  upon  the  surface  of  the 
land,  and  not  below  the  sur&ce.  It  is  a  strong  thing  to 
say  that,  in  respect  of  matters  not  on  the  surfeu^  and 
not  apparent  to  the  eye,  the  justices  are  to  determine 
what  accommodation  works  are  necessary  for  the  future. 
Here  the  mine-owners,  Messrs.  Bagnall^  having  given 
notice  of  their  intention  to  work  the  mine,  and  the 
Company  having  declined  or  neglected  to  purchase^  the 
case  of  BagnaU  y.  The  London  and  North  Western 
Railway  Company  (a)  shews  that  the  remedy  for  injury 
of  this  very  nature  caused  by  the  railway  is  by  action. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  it  could  not  have  been  intended 
that  the  proceedings  to  be  taken  under  sect.  69  should 
apply  to  such  a  case  as  the  present,  or  that  the  drains 
should  be  acoommodation  works  within  the  provisions 
of  sects.  68,  69. 

WioHTMAN  and  Mellor  J  J.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(fl)  7H,fN.  423;  affirmed  on  error,  I  H.  f  C,  644. 


XXVL  VICTORIA.  201 

1862. 


The  QuEBN  against  Sir  Thobias  Mabyon  Wilson,  JHonday, 

Lord  of  the  Manor  of  Hampstead,  and  Wil-  

UAM  Loader,  Steward  of  the  same  Manor.       ^^, 

Power  to  aM 
A  testator  aathorized,  empowered  and  directed  his  execators  to  sell,  ^^  to  convey. 
ei&cr  by  public  aiiction  or  private  contract,  his  messuase  &C.,  holden  of  •A<M»i««fic«. 
the  manor  of  H^  "  and  to  convey  and  assnre  such  copyh(ud  hereditaments 
onto  the  pm^cfaBser  or  purchasers  thereof."     The  executors  sold  the 
messuage  by  auction,  and  executed  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  of  it  to 
the  purchaser.    Held,  tiiat  the  purchaser  was  entitled  to  be  admitted 
as  tenant  without  a  previous  admission  by  the  executors  or  the  heir. 

TN  this  Term, 

Hayes  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  Sir 
Thomas  Mar  yon  WHkon^  lord  of  the  manor  of  Hamp^ 
tteadf'  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^  and  ffilUam  Loader, 
his  steward  of  the  said  manbr^  to  shew  cause  why  a 
writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue  directed  to  them,  com- 
manding them  to  admit  James  Bradley  Chamberlain  as 
tenant  of  a  certain  messuage  in  Hiyh  Street,  Hampstead. 
John  Dixon,  deceased,  by  his  will  dated  the  8th 
October,  1860,  after  giving  a  legacy  to  his  daughter  and 
directing  the  mode  of  payment,  deyised  as  follows:— 
"I  hereby  authorize,  empower  and  direct  my  executor 
and  executrix  hereinafter  named,  as  soon  as  conveniently 
may  be  after  my  decease,  to  sell  and  dispose  of,  either 
by  public  auction  or  private  contract  as  to  them  shall 
>eem  meet,  for  the  best  price  or  prices  in  money  that 
can  be  obtained  for  the  same :  All  that  my  messuage 
or  tenement  situate  and  being  in  Hiyh  Street,  Hamp- 
^ad,  aforesaid,  lying  within  and  holden  of  the  manor  of 
Hampstead,  and  late  in  my  occupation,  with  the  yard, 
garden,  right  of  way  and  passage  and  appurtenances 
thereunto  belonging,  and  to  which  said  premises  I  was 
admitted  tenant  at  a  court  held  in  and  for  the  said 
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1862.  manor  on  or  about  the  8th  day  of  May,  1826^  and  all 
The  QuKKir  Other  my  copyhold  messuages  or  tenements  and  heredi- 
WiLsoN  taments  (if  any)  lying  mthin  and  holden  of  the  said 
and  Another,  xnanor,  and  to  convey  and  assure  such  copyhold  heredi- 
taments unto  the  pmrchaser  or  purchasers  thereof;'' 
(then  followed  a  clause  declaring  that  the  receipt  of  his 
executor  and  executrix  for  the  purchase  money  should 
be  a  sufficient  discharge  to  the  purchaser^  and  that  the 
purchaser  should  not  be  answerable  for  any  loss  or  mis- 
application of  the  purchase  money):  '^  I  give  and  bequeath 
all  the  monies  to  arise  from  the  sale  of  my  said  copyhold 
hereditaments^  together  with  the  rents^  issues  and  profits 
thereof  in  the  meantime  until  such  sale  shall  be  made, 
and  all  the  rest,  residue  and  remainder  of  my  effects, 
and  the  monies  to  arise  from  the  conversion  of  my 
effects  when  sold^  and  all  other  my  monies  and  effects 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  subject  to  the  payment  of 
the  legacy  hereinbefore  bequeathed,  and  of  my  just 
debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses^  including  the 
costs  of  the  sale  of  my  said  copyhold  hereditaments, 
unto  and  equally  between  my  son  James  Dixon  and  my 
daughters  Elizabeth  Dixon,  Emma  Dixon,  Maria  Duff 
(widow),  and  Jane  Dixon,  or  such  of  them  as  may  be 
living  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  to  be  divided  equally 
between  them  share  and  share  alike^  and  I  hereby  nom- 
inate and  appoint  my  said  son  James  Dixon  and  my  said 
daughter  Maria  Duff  joint  executor  and  executrix  of 
this  my  wilL" 

The  testator  died  on  the  22d  December,  1860,  and 
his  will  was  duly  proved  in  the  Court  of  Probate,  on  the 
21st  January  following,  by  James  Dixon  and  Maria 
Duff,  the  former  of  whom  was  also  customary  heir  of  the 
testator.  On  the  30th  October,  1861,  the  messuage  in 
question  was  put  up  for  sale  by  auction,   and  James 
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Bradky   Chamberlain   became   the  purchaser  for  the        2862. 
sum  of  ^£1200.      Neither  the  testator's  heir  nor  his    The  Qubkit 
executors  had   been  admitted  as  tenants  of  the  said       ^i^^^j, 
messuage  on  the  court  rolL  *"^  Another. 

By  an  indenture^  made  the  8th  Fdnruary,  1862^ 
between  James  Dixon  and  Maria  Duffj  the  executor  and 
executrix,  of  the  one  part^  and  James  Bradley  Cham' 
berlain  of  the  other  part^  reciting  that  at  a  court  held 
for  the  manor  of  Hampstead^  on  the  8th  May^  1826, 
EUzabetk  Dixon^  the  mother  of  John  Dixon,  together 
with  John  Dixon,  was  admitted  to  hold  unto  and  to  the 
use  of  Etizabeih  Dixon  and  her  assigns  for  life^  and 
from  her  decease  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  John  Dixon, 
Ills  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  at  the  will  of  the  lord 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor;  and  reciting 
the  death  of  Elizabeth  Dixon  on  the  16th  September, 
1826^  and  that  John  Dixon  made  his  wiU^  and  the 
death  of  John  Dixon,  and  that  his  executor  and  exe* 
cutrix,  James  Dixon  and  Maria  Duff,  had  duly  proved 
his  will,  and  that  James  Dixon  and  Maria  Dvff,  in  pur- 
suance and  in  exercise  of  the  power  given  to  them  by  the 
will,  had  sold  and  disposed  by  public  auction  of  the  copy- 
hold hereditaments  thereinafter  mentioned  unto  James 
BrtuOey  Chamberlain,  for  an  absolute  and  indefeasible 
estate  of  inheritance  in  possession  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  manor,  &;c. :  It  was  witnessed  that,  in 
consideration  of  1200/.,  James  Dixon  and  Maria  Duff, 
m  pursuance  of  the  direction  and  authority  contained 
in  the  will  of  John  Dixon  respecting  the  sale  of  his 
copyhold  hereditaments,  and  all  other  powers  and 
authorities  enabling  them  in  that  behalf,  bargained  and 
Bold  unto  James  Bradley  Chamberlain,  his  heirs  and 
assigus,  All  that  messuage,  &c.,  and  the  reversion,  &c., 
sold  aU  the  estate,  &c.,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said 
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V. 

WlLSOH 

and  Another. 


1862.  hereditainents  and  premifles  unto  and  to  the  use  of 
The  Qvebu  •^^''1^  Bradley  Chamberlain,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for 
ever^  at  the  will  of  the  lord  according  to  the  custom  of 
the  manor,  and  by  and  under  the  rents,  fines,  suits, 
services  and  customs  therefore  due  and  of  right  accus- 
tomed, to  the  intent  that  James  Bradley  Chamberlain^ 
his  heirs  or  assigns,  should,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the 
will  of  John  Dixon  and  the  bargain  and  sale  or  assur- 
ance thereinbefore  contained,  be  forthwith  admitted  to 
the  copyhold  premises  as  absolute  owner  thereof  accord- 
ing to  the  custom  of  the  manor ;  &c. 

At  a  court  of  the  manor  of  Hampstead,  held  on  the 
2d  June,  1862,  James  Bradley  Chamberlain  applied  to 
the  steward  to  admit  him  to  the  premises  conveyed  by 
the  indenture  of  the  8th  Febrtiary,  1862 ;  but  the  steward 
declined  to  do  so,  on  the  ground  that  the  executors  of 
John  Dixon  must  be  first  admitted,  in  order  to  enable 
them  to  convey  and  assure  to  the  purchaser. 


C,  E.  Pollock  shewed  cause. — ^The  applicant  has  not 
such  an  estate  as  entitles  him  to  be  admitted  without  a 
previous  admission  of  the  executors  or  the  heir  of  the 
testator.  By  the  will,  either  the  executors  have  the 
legal  estate  by  implication,  they  being  made  trustees  to 
sell  and  a  power  to  convey  being  given  to  them,  or  the 
estate  goes  to  the  heir  until  an  appointment  has  been 
made  by  the  executors ;  and  the  Court  of  Chancery 
would  enjoin  a  surrender  of  the  estate  by  the  executors 
or  the  heir,  as  the  case  might  be.  If  the  will  had  given 
to  the  executors  a  power  of  sale  only,  the  steward  would 
have  been  bound  to  admit  the  purchaser  without  a  pre- 
vious admission  of  the  executors;  Holder  d*  Sufyardv. 
Preston  (a),  referred  to  in  1  Scriven  on  Copyhold,  4th  ed., 
(«)  2  Wils.  400. 
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S49:  bat  here  is  a  power  to  convey  as  well  as  a  power        1862. 

of  sale,  and  the  executors  have  no  power  to  convey  until     The  Quux 

they  have  been  admitted.     This  will  varies  from  the       ^i^oii 

nroal  form  which  is  given  in  Hayes  and  Jarmasiz  Concise   ^^  Another. 

Foms  of  WiOs,  5th  ed.,  278 :— "  I  will  that  my  copyhold 

estate  shall^  so  far  as  the  tenure  thereof  will  permit^ 

be  disposed  of  according  to  the  trusts  and  declarations 

hereinbefore  contained  concerning  my  said  residuaiy 

freehold  estates;   and^  for  the  greater  convenience  of 

performing  such  my  will^  T  devise  the  same  copyhold 

estates  to  such  uses  as  my  trustees  shall  by  any  deed 

or  deeds,  to  be  executed  within  twenty-one  years  from 

my  decease,  appoint,  in  order  to  complete  any  sale  or 

sales  to  be  made  pursuant  to  my  wilL''    And  in  a  note 

it  is  said,  ''In  the  text,  the  copyholds  are  not  included 

in  the  devise  of  the  freeholds  and  leaseholds,  in  order 

that  a  common  law  power  of  sale  and  disposition  may 

be  Tested  in  the  trustees,  by  the  exercise  of  which  they 

may  entitle  a  purchaser  to  admission  without  being 

themselves  admitted."      [Blackburn  J.     Why  should 

this  be  treated  as  more  than  a  power  to  sell  ?    Cockbum 

C.  J.    The  executors  would  have  suflScient  power  for 

the  present  purpose  if  the  clause  directing  them  ''  to 

convey  and  assure"  had  been  omitted,  so  that  the  maxim 

Utile  per  inutile  non  vitiatur  applies.     Also  the  clause 

may  be  construed  as  directing  them  to  convey  if  it  is 

iieoessary;  here  they  can  make  over  the  estate  without 

a  conveyance,  why  then  should  they  be  called  upon  to 

multiply  legal  instruments  unnecessarily?]     A  deed  of 

^ivgain  and   sale  conveying   the  premises   frt>m   the 

executors  to  the  applicant  has  been  executed.     l^Black- 

(itnt  J.   But  that  deed  only  operates  as  an  appointment 

Nightman  J.     If  the  executors  had  not  conveyed,  the 

applicant  is  the  right  man  to  be  admitted.] 
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1862.  Hayes  Serjt.  and  Thrupp  were  not  called  upon  to 

The Qvsni    support  the  rule;  but  Hayes  Serjt.  applied  for  costs. 

WiuoM      — ^^^^  point  was  decided  in  Beat  y.  Shepherd  {a). 

and  Another. 

Per  CUBIAM.      (CoCKBtTBN   C.  J.,  WiGHTMAN,  BlACK- 

BURN  and  Mellob  JJ.) 

Rule  absolute,  with  costs. 

(a)  CV-o.  JSw.  199. 


[^^^^^      CoRNWELL,  appellant,  Sanders,  respondent. 


Wed\ 
November 


Treapas8  in  Upon  an  information  nnder  stat  1  &  2  IT.  4.  c.  32.  s.  30.  for  a  trespus 

search  of  game,  in  search  of  game  on  land  in  the  occupation  of  the  lord  of  the  manor, 

Jurhdiction       the  defendant  asserted  that  the  land  was  not,  as  alleged  by  the  inform- 

oi  justices.  ant»  common  or  waste  hmd  within  the  manor,  but  was  land  rested  in  the 

Title,  inhabitant  householders  of  certain  parishes  under  an  inclosnre  award,  and 

1  £^2  W,  4.        claimed  a  prescriptive  right  to  kill  game  on  the  land,  but  did  not  shew  that 

c.  32.  s.  3D.         he  was  an  inhabitant  householder  of  either  of  those  parishes.    The  juB- 

4pp^'  tices  oonricted  the  defendant ;  and  in  a  case,  stated  under  stat  20  £  21 

20  #  21  Fict,      Vict  c.  43.,  set  out  the  evidence  upon  which  they  decided  that  the  land 

c.  43.  was  waste  or  common  of  the  manor,  and  found  that  the  defendant  had 

no  ground  for  believing  that  he  had  the  right  of  shooting  over  it.    By 

stat.  1&2W.4.  c.  32.  s.  30.  it  is  provided,  "that  any  person  chaiged 

with  any  such  trespass  shaU  be  at  liberty  to  prove,  by  way  of  defence, 

any  matter  which  would  have  been  a  defence  to  an  action  at  law  for  such 

trespass."    Held, 

1.  That  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  was  not  ousted  by  the  claim  of 
a  prescriptive  right  in  gross  to  kill  game  on  the  land,  there  being  no 
colour  for  such  a  claim : 

2.  Nor  by  the  assertion  that  the  land  was  not  in  the  occupation  of  the 
lord  of  the  manor,  but  was  vested  in  other  persons,  as  the  daim  of  title  to 
oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  must  be  a  claun  of  title  in  the  party 
charged,  and  not  in  a  third  person  : 

3.  Held  by  Cockhurn  C.  J.,  Blackburn  and  Mellor  JJ.,  that,  there 
being  evidence  before  the  I'ustices  of  the  land  being  in  the  occupation 
of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  this  Court  ought  not  to  review  their  decision. 
But,  by  Wi^htman  J.,  that,  the  evidence  being  set  out,  this  Court  might 
review  their  decision  and  reverse  it,  if  it  appeared  that  they  had  come 
to  a  wrong  conclusion. 

/^ASE  stated  by  justices,  under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict. 
c.  43. 
At  a  Petty  Sessions,  held  at  Bottisham,  in  the  county 
of  Cambridge,  the  appellant  appeared  to  answer  an  infer- 
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mation  charging  that  he  unlawiiilly  committed  a  tres-        1862. 
pass  hy  being,  in  the  day  time,  upon  a  certain  piece  of    corrwsll 
land  in  the  occupation  of  Clement  Francis,  Esq.,  lord  of     Sji„J',,,, 
the  manor  of  Stmo-cum-Quy,  in  search  of  game  there, 
vithont  the  license  or  consent  of  the  lord  of  the  manor, 
or  of  any  person  having  the  right  of  killing  game  upon 
SQch  land,  or  of  any  other  person  having  any  right  to 
anthorize  him  to  enter  or  be  upon  the  said  land  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid,  contrary  to  stat.  1  k  2  fV.  4.  c.  82. 
1.30. 

The  case  set  out  the  evidence  given  before  the  justices 
in  support  of  the  information,  from  which  it  appeared, 
among  other  things,  that  Clement  Francis  was  lord  of 
the  manor  of  Stato-cum-Qvy ;  that,  by  reputation,  the 
bounds  of  the  manor  and  the  parish  of  Staw-cum-Quy 
were  conterminous  and  co-extensive;  and  parol  evidence 
was  given  that  the  place  where  the  appellant  was  alleged 
to  be  trespassing  in  search  of  game,  which  was  a  part  of 
the  parish  called  Qut/  Fen,  was  within  the  manor  of  Staw^ 
cum-Quy.  Quy  Fen  is  not  commonable  for  cattle,  but 
only  for  digging  turf  and  cutting  stover;  and  every 
householder  in  the  parishes  of  Staw-cum-  Quy,  Fen  Ditton 
and  Homingsea  has  a  right  of  digging  turf  and  cutting 
stover  in  Q^y  Fen,  It  was  not  shewn  that  the  appel- 
lant was  the  occupier  of  a  house  in  either  of  those 
parishes.  An  indosure  award,  made  by  Commissioners 
under  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed  for  inclosing  the 
parish  of  Stow^cum^Quy,  and  dated  the  8d  November, 
1840,  with  a  plan  of  the  parish  thereto  annexed,  was 
put  in  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  respondent.  In  that 
plan  the  piece  of  land  mentioned  in  the  information  was 
marked  No.  56,  and  in  the  schedule  to  the  award  it 
^as  described  as  follows : — 
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1862. 

Froprieton. 

Number  oa  plan. 

Descilptkia. 

Cttltnnw 

Qomtttr. 

Saxdexs. 

Qup  Fm,  DittoH  and 

M 

CommimFm, 

Future* 

68  0  U 

On  behalf  of  the  appellant  three  points  were  sub- 
mitted: 

First.  That^  sasamxngClement  Francis  to  be  the  lord  of 
the  manor  of  Stow-cum-Quy,  and  the  land  numbered  56 
on  the  plan  to  be  within  the  bounds  of  the  manor^  there 
was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  such  land  was  a  waste  or 
common  within  the  1  &  2  fF.  4.  c.  82.  ss.  10  &  30, 
such  land  bein^  vested  in  the  inhabitant  householders 
of  the  several  parishes  of  Stow-cum'Quy,  Fen  Diiton 
and  Hominffsea,  and  not  in  Clement  Francis^  as  lord  of 
the  manor,  and  that,  according  to  The  Grand  Union 
Canal  Company  v.  Ashby  (a),  the  right  of  soil  not  being 
in  the  lord  of  the  manor,  the  Act  of  Parliament  did  not 
give  him  the  game,  or  malce  him  legal  occupier. 

Secondly.  That  the  appellant  had  a  prescriptive  right 
of  sporting  over  the  land  numbered  56. 

Thirdly.  That  the  justices  had  no  jurisdiction,  there 
being  a  bona  fide  question  of  title  at  issue. 

In  support  of  the  first  point,  the  appellant  relied  upon 
the  award,  the  schedule  to  which  described  the  land  in 
question  as  an  old  inclosure,  and  the  proprietors  as  being 
the  three  parishes  named :  and  evidence  was  given  that 
the  appellant  had  shot  in  Quy  Fen  for  about  forty  years 
with  the  witnesses  who  were  called;  but  before  the 
inclosure  snipes  only  were  found  there. 

The  justices  determined  that  Clement  Francis  was  lord 
of  the  manor  of  Stow-cum-Quy  ;  that  the  land  num- 
bered 56  on  the  plan,  and  in  the  evidence  called  Qfy 

(a)  6^.^-^,394. 
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Fen  and  Common  Fen^  was  a  waste  or  common  within        1862. 
such  manor,  and  that  such  land  was  not  vested  in  the     cobhwill 
inhabitant  householders  of  the  several  parishes  of  Stow*      s    ^  at. 
tnaa-Quyy  Fen  Ditton  and  Homingsen^  but  that  the  lord 
of  the  manor  was  the  legal  occupier  thereof  within  the 
meaning  of  the  1  &  2   W.  4.  c.  32.  s.  30. ;  that  the 
appellant  had  not  proved  that  he  had  a  prescriptive  or 
any  other  right  of  sporting  over  the  land  numbered  56, 
and  that  the  appellant  had  not  any  ground  for  believing 
that  he  had  any  such  right ;  and  they  found  that  the 
appellant  was  guilty  of  the  offence  charged  in  the  infor- 
mation. 

The  case  concluded  with  stating  that  the  justices,  in 
accordance  with  the  application  of  the  appellant,  had  set 
forth  their  determination,  and  the  facts  and  grounds 
thereof. 

Wehbyy  for  the  respondent,  was  not  present  when  the 
case  was  called  on. 

(yMaUey  {Fhear  with  him),  for  the  appellant.  —The 
justices  had  not  jurisdiction  to  convict  the  appellant,  as 
a  boD&  fide  claim  of  title  was  made  before  them.  By 
sect  10  of  Stat.  1  &  2  fT.  4.  c.  82.,  the  lord  of  the 
manor  has  the  right  of  killing  game  upon  the  wastes 
or  commons  within  the  manor ;  and,  by  the  proviso  to 
sect  80,  he  is  to  be  deemed  to  be  the  legal  occupier  of 
the  land  of  such  wastes  or  commons.  The  land  in  ques- 
tion was  described  in  the  information  as  in  the  occu- 
pation of  C  Francis^  the  lord  of  the  manor ;  and  he 
attempted  to  shew  before  the  justices  that  it  was  part  of 
the  wastes  or  commons  of  the  manor,  and  that  therefore 
he  had  the  right  of  killing  the  game  on  it.     That  was 

VOU  III.  F  B.   &   s. 
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1862.  disputed  by  the  appellant  on  tlie  ground  that  sect  10^ 
Co&NWELL  according  to  the  decision  in  The  Grand  Union,  Canal 
SAHDEtts.  Company  v.  Asfiby  (a),  conferred  the  right  of  killing 
game  on  the  lord  of  the  manor  in  the  lord's  vastes  only, 
and  not  in  common  fields  over  which  other  persons  had 
rights  in  severalty.  [Cockbum  C.  J.  The  proviso  in 
sect.  30  says  that  the  lord  of  the  manor  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  legal  occupier  of  the  wastes  or  commons 
"within  such  manor,"  not  "of  such  manor.'']  The 
justices  find  that  the  appellant  had  no  ground  for  be- 
lieving that  he  had  any  right  of  shooting  over  the  knd 
in  question;  but  they  do  not  find  that  his  claim  was 
not  made  bona  fide.  In  Beg.  v.  Cridland  {b)  there 
was  a  strong  intimation  of  opinion  by  all  the  Judges 
that,  if  a  claim  of  title  was  bona  fide  set  up,  the  justices 
would  have  no  jurisdiction  to  proceed  farther.  The 
appellant  set  up  two  defences  to  the  information ;  first, 
that  the  land  in  question  was  land  belonging  to  certain 
parishes,  which  negatived  the  right  of  the  lord  of  the 
manor;  and,  secondly,  that  he,  the  appellant,  had  a  pre- 
scriptive right  of  shooting  over  it. 
The  Court  then  called  upon 

Webby,  for  the  respondent. — As  to  the  claim  of  the 
appellant  to  shoot  over  the  land  in  question,  he  was  not 
a  parishioner  of  either  of  the  parishes  named  in  the 
schedule,  and  he  gave  no  evidence  of  a  prescriptive  right. 
Whether  the  land  in  question  was  in  the  occupation  of 
the  lord  of  the  manor  was  an  issue  raised  and  discnssed 
before  the  justices,  and  one  which  they  were  bound  to 
decide;  fVilUams  y.  Adams  (c).  [Cockbum  C.J.  When  a 
right  to  prosecute,  given  by  statute,  depends  upon  the  title 

(fl)  eH,4'N.  394.  (A)  7E,fB.  863. 

(r)  2B.4^8.  312; 


XXVI.   VICTORIA.  211 

of  the  person  proaecuting^  and  the  party  prosecuted  de-  1862. 
nies  the  title^  has  he  not  a  right  to  say  that  is  a  question  Cobmwcll 
of  title  as  much  as  when  he  sets  up  title  in  himself?]  Sahdcba. 
Any  person  may  lay  an  information  under  stat  1  &  2 
W.  4.  c.  82. ;  Middleton  v.  Gale  (a).  It  is  not  material 
whether  the  appellant  believed  that  he  had  a  right  to 
shoot  over  the  land  in  question^  as  the  justices  have 
found  that  he  had  no  ground  for  so  believing ;  Morden, 
appt..  Porter,  reapt.  (ft),  per  Williams  and  fFUles  J  J.  And 
in  Leatt  v.  Vine  {c),  Wightman  J.,  in  the  Bail  Court, 
inclining  to  the  opinion  expressed  by  those  Judges  in 
that  case,  held  that  the  setting  up  a  general  right  in  the 
party  charged,  and  any  one,  to  shoot  over  the  land,  with- 
out shewing  or  professing  to  shew  such  a  claim  of  right 
as  would  be  a  defence  to  an  action  of  trespass,  did  not 
oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices. 

ffMalley,  in  reply. — First.  H  the  appellant  bonft  fide 
believed  that  he  had  a  right  to  shoot  over  the  land  in 
question,  he  cannot  be  convicted  of  a  trespass.  [  Cockbum 
C.  J.  The  intention  of  the  appellant  was  to  deny  that 
the  land  in  question  was  part  of  the  wastes  of  the  manor, 
and  to  assert  that  therefore  the  parishioners  of  the  parishes 
named  had  a  right  to  sport  over  it ;  and,  if  that  question 
had  been  raised  by  a  parishioner  of  one  of  those  parishes, 
the  justices  ought  to  have  left  it  to  be  decided  by  another 
tribunal  But,  when  the  claim  becam6  an  idle  one,  they 
were  right  in' disregarding  it.]  The  jurisdiction  of  the 
justices  is  ousted  when  a  question  of  title  arises,  whether 
it  be  title  in  the  informant  or  in  the  party  charged. 
[Cockbum  C.  J.     The  appellant  attempted  to  disprove 

(a)  BA,^E.  155.  (ft)  7  C  B.  N,  8.  641. 

(c)  dOL.J.M.C.9ff7, 

p  2 
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1862.  ^^^  allegation  in  the  infonnation  tliat  the  land  in  ques- 
CoBHwiLL  ^^^  ^*8  in  the  occupation  of  the  lord  of  the  manor ; 
Sahoeks      ^^  ^^  "^^  claim  title  in  himsel£] 

Secondly.  It  must  be  conceded  that  'the  prescriptiTe 
right  set  up  by  the  appellant  cannot  be  supported.  Bat 
in  Paley  on  Convictions,  p.  118, 4th  ed.,  it  is  said :  ''  From 
these  [decisions]  it  will  be  seen,  that,  without  entering 
into  the  substantial  merits  of  the  title  set  up,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  stop  the  summary  interference  of  a  magistrate 
by  conviction,  that  even  a  colour  of  title  appears  to  be 
in  question,  and  that  the  act  was  really  done  under  an 
assertion  of  that  supposed  title,  however  weak  the  claim 
may  be.'' 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  The  rule  that,  upon  summary  pro- 
ceedings before  justices,  their  jurisdiction  is  ousted  by  a 
claim  of  right,  applies  only  to  a  claim  of  right  set  up  by 
the  party  against  whom  the  proceeding  is  instituted. 
But  when  the  party  charged  asserts  title  in  himself,  though 
the  title  be  only  colourable,  yet  if  the  assertion  be  made 
bona  fide  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  falls  to  the 
ground.  There  must,  however,  be  some  colour  or  show 
of  reason  for  the  claim.  In  the  present  case  there  was 
no  reasonable  foundation  for  it,  and  therefore  the  juris- 
diction of  the  justices  was  not  taken  away. 

As  to  the  important  question,  whether  the  justices 
ought  to  have  convicted  the  appellant  on  the  evidence 
as  to  the  land  being  waste  of  the  manor,  there  was  some 
evidence  upon  which  they  might  act,  and  we  cannot 
review  their  decision. 

WiOHTMAN  J.  I  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
with  respect  to  the  claim  of  right  set  up  by  the  appellant 
to  shoot  over  the  land  in  question,  and  can  only  repeat 


XXVL   VICTORIA.  218 

wliat  I  said  in  Leatt  v.  Vine  (a),  that  it  may  be  that  the        1862. 
appeUaiit  thought  that  he  had  a  right,  because  he  and  "corkwell 
other  persons  had  shot  over  the  land  in  question.     But     sahdkbb 
the  mere  belief  that  he  had  such  a  right  is  not  a  bon& 
fide  daim  of  right  which  would  warrant  any  person  in 
appealing  from  the  decision  of  the  justices,  as  it  would 
under  the  Malidous  Trespass  Act,  7  &  8  Cr.  4  c.  80. 
The  appellant  did  not  set  up  any  right  known  to  the 
law  to  shoot  over  the  land  in  question. 

But  I  doubt  whether  the  justices  were  not  wrong  in  con- 
victing the  appellant,  because  the  proviso  in  stat.  1  &2  ^.  4. 
c  32.  s.  30.  says  that  the  party.chai^ed  ''shall  be  at  liberty 
to  prove,  by  way  of  defence,  any  matter  which  would  have 
been  a  defence  to  an  action  at  law  for  such  trespass.^'  Here 
the  alleged  trespass  was  upon  land  in  the  occupation  of  the 
lord  of  the  manor  of  StauMmm-Quy,  and  it  seems  to  me 
&at  there  is  such  a  weight  of  evidence  that  the  land  in 
question  was  not  in  the  occupation  of  the  lord  of  the  manor, 
as  allied  in  the  information,  that  the  justices  ought  not 
to  have  found  as  they  did.  The  award  under  the  Enclo- 
sure Act  was  put  in  evidence  before  them,  and  it  appears 
diat  the  land  is  described  in  the  Schedule  as  an  old  en- 
closure, and  the  proprietors  are  stated  to  be  "  Quy  Fen, 
Dittan  and  Homingsea  parishes.''  The  award  is  by  the 
Enclosure  Act  made  evidence  of  the  matters  contained 
in  it.  Against  this  evidence,  which  seems  to  me  condu- 
tive,  it  is  said  that  there  was  some  parol  evidence ;  but 
that  evidence  only  goes  to  this  extent,  that  the  fen  itself 
generally  was  waste  of  the  manor;  and  although  the  wit- 
nesses for  the  respondent,  in  speaking  of  the  fen  gene- 
rally, made  no  exception  of  the  old  inclosure,  the  land  in 
question,  though  it  may  originaUy  have  been  part  of 

(a)  aOXV.ilf.  C.207. 


214  MICHAELMAS  TERM. 

1862.       the  fen,  is  distinct  from  that  which  is  fen,  popularly  so 

CoRNWELL     called. 

Sahjdsks.  It  is  said  that  this  was  a  matter  for  the  justices  to 

inquire  into  and  dedde,  and  that  their  decision  is  con- 
dusive.  As  a  general  rule  that  is  true;  but  as  they 
have  set  out  the  evidenccj  which  seems  to  me  to  be  all 
one  way,  shewing  that  the  land  in  question  was  enclosed 
land  belonging  to  the  parish,  and  they  have  in  effect  asked 
our  opinion  whether  upon  the  matters  stated  they  were 
right  in  deciding  as  they  did,  it  appears  to  me  that  they 
ought  not  to  have  found,  upon  the  evidence  before  them, 
that  the  land  in  question  was  in  the  occupation  of  the 
lord  of  the  manor,  and  therefore  ought  not  to  have  con- 
victed the  appellant. 

Blackburn  J .  I  am  of  opinion,  with  my  Lord  Chief 
Justice,  that  our  judgment  ought  to  be  in  fi&vour  of  this 
conviction. 

Two  points  have  been  made  for  the  appellant,  and  it 
is  necessary  to  distinguish  how  they  arise. 

The  first  arises  thus :  the  appellant,  being  informed 
against  for  committing  a  trespass  in  pursuit  of  game,  set 
up  a  prescriptive  right  in  gross  to  kill  game  on  the  land, 
because  he  had  formerly  shot  there.  Mr.  (yMaUey, 
admitting  that  there  was  no  colour  for  the  existence 
of  such  a  right,  contended  notwithstanding  that  the 
justices  ought  not  to  have  convicted  if  the  appellant 
honestly  thought  that  he  had  a  right,  though  in  truth 
he  had  not.  But  as  long  ago  as  Calcrqfi  v.  Gibbs  (a)» 
which,  being  an  action  for  penalties  under  the  game 
laws,  is  analogous  to  an  information,  it  was  determined 
that  it  was  no  defence  to  the  action,  that  the  defendant 

(fl)  6  T.  R.  19. 
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acted  bonft  fide  as  gamekeeper  under  a  deputation  from        1862. 
a  person,  who  claimed  a  right  to  appoint  him  but  with-     Cornwell 
out  any  right  or  coloiur  of  title;  and  a  similar  decision      s^^ers. 
was  come  to  by  my  brother  fVightman  in  the  Bail  Court 
in  LeaU  y.  Vine  {a),  in  which  he  now  agrees. 

The  cnrcumstances  under  which  the  second  point 
arises  are  that  the  appellant  contended  that  it  was 
necessary  to  prove,  as  was   alleged  in  the  informa- 
tion, that  the  trespass  was  on  land  in  the  occupation 
of  the  lord  of  the  manor;  the  appellant  traversed  that 
fact,  and  said  that  he  could  prove  that  the  land  was 
not  part  of  the  commons  and  wastes  within  the  manor, 
biit  private  lands  belonging  to  the  parishioners  of  certain 
parishes ;  and  that,  this  b^ng  a  denial  of  the  title  of  the 
lord  of  the  manor,  the  justices  were  bound  to  hold  their 
hands.    The  first  question  upon  this  part  of  the  case  is 
whether,  where  there  is  a  plausible  denial  of  title  in  the 
informant,  the  case  is  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  Reg, 
▼.  Criiland  (6),  that,  on  summary  proceedings  before 
jnstices,  they  cannot  determine  questions  of  title;  a 
role  not  founded  upon  the  existence  of  any  clause  in 
tlie  Act  of  Parliament  under  which  the  proceeding  is 
taken,  as  in  the  proceedings  to  enforce  payment  of 
chuieh  rates  and  other  similar  cases,  but  on  a  general 
principle  of  law. 

In  Reg.  v.  Cridland  {b),  where  the  justices  convicted 
under  this  statute,  -  this  Court  intimated  a  strong 
opinion  that,  where  there  is  a  claim  of  title  in  the 
defendant  or  in  the  person  under  whom  he  claims,  the 
justices  shoidd  stay  their  hands ;  but  the  language  of  the 
'ndges  seems  carefully  chosen  to  exclude  a  claim  of  title 
in  another  person.  Lord  Campbell  said,  p.  867,  when  a 
bona  fide  claim  of  title  is  set  up,  'Mt  seems  to  me  the 
(a)  30  L.  J,  M,  a  207.  (A)  7  E,  d^  JB.  853. 


1862.  justdces  have  no  longer  jurisdiction  to  proceed  to  a  som- 
CoRHWKLL  mary  conviction.*'  Coleridge  J.,  p.  868,  "The  juris- 
Saudsrs.  diction  of  justices  to  conyict  summarily  ceases  as  soon 
as  a  claim  of  title  is  bona  fide  made.  If  not,  magistrates 
might,  against  the  will  of  a  defendant,  determine  upon 
his  title  to  a  lai^e  property.''  Erie  J.  "I  strongly 
incline  to  the  opinion  that  the  true  meaning  of  the 
statute  is,  that  the  justices  ought  to  try  whether  the 
defendant  entertained  an  honest  belief  that  he  had  a 
title  j  and,  if  he  had  such  belief,  he  ought  not  to  be 
convicted/'  And  the  language  of  CrompUm  J.  is  pre- 
cisely the  same.  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  plain  when 
the  defendant  or  those  with  him  set  up  a  claim  of  right 
in  himself  or  in  them ;  but  when  the  defendant  sets  up 
no  title  in  himself,  but  a  jus  tertii,  that  is  not  a  claim 
of  title  within  the  reason  of  the  rule.  I  do  not  under- 
stand that  my  brother  Wightman  entertains  a  different 
opinion  from  the  rest  of  the  Court  on  this  point. 

But  there  is  a  further  question.  Inasmuch  as,  by  the 
proviso  to  sect.  80,  the  defendant  may  prove  by  way  of 
defence  any  matter  which  would  have  been  a  defence  to 
an  action  for  such  trespass,  the  appellant  here  objected 
that  there  was  a  variance  between  the  statement  of  title  in 
the  information  and  the  evidence,  and  J)roposed  to  shew 
that  he  had  not  trespassed  on  the  land  of  the  lord  of 
the  manor.  My  brother  Wightman  thinks  that  there 
was  no  evidence  on  which  the  jiutices  could  convict. 
I  have  great  doubts  whether  it  is  competent  for  us  to 
look  into  this  question,  the  justices  not  having  referred 
it  to  us,  and  I  doubt  whether  they  could  do  so ;  but  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  there  is  evidence  which,  if  I  had 
been  trying  the  question  at  nisi  prius,  I  could  not  have 
withdrawn  from  the  jury.  On  this  point  only,  as  I  under- 
stand, is  there  a  difference  of  opinion  on  the  Bench. 
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MsLLOR  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  as  my  Lord 
Chief  Justice  and  my  brother  Blachbum  on  both 
points. 

When  Mr.  CfMaUey  admitted  that  it  was  impossible 
for  a  prescription  in  gross  to  kill  game  to  exist  in  law,  it 
is  dear  that  the  justices  were  right  in  disregarding  that 
claim. 

As  to  the  other  point,  occupation  of  the  land  as  laid 
in  the  information  must  be  proved,  and  the  justices 
must  of  necessity  inquire  into  it.  Here,  as  by  the  pro- 
viso to  sect  30  the  lord  of  the  manor  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  legal  occupier  of  the  land  of  the  wastes  or 
commons  within  the  manor,  if  there  was  any  evidence  of 
this  land  being  part  of  the  wastes  or  commons  within 
the  manor,  it  was  for  them  to  determine  the  effect  of  it ; 
and  we  are  not  to  say  on  which  side  the  evidence  pre- 
ponderated. And  I  think  that  it  would  not  be  right  in 
them  to  ask  us  that  question. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


1862. 


ComMWCLL 

Sakdkbs. 


Festing  against  Taylob  and  the  Dowager 

Duchess  of  SoMEBSET.  anuary .] 

Income  tax* 

The  Duke  of  8,  derised  certain  fazms  and  hereditaments  to  truatees  ^  t^  ^*^^ 
to  secnre  a  yearly  rent  charge  to  his  wife,  the  Dnchese  of  5.,  for  life,  to  be    p^  j^^ 
ptid  by  two  half  yearly  payments  in  every  year,  "  without  any  deduction  '^^^^'' 
or  abatement  whatsoever  on  account  of  any  taxes,  charges,  impositions  -*'*''*'*• 
or  assessments  already  or  to  be  thereafter  taxed,  charged,  assessed  or 
imposed  on  the  same  hereditaments,  or  on  the  said  rent  charge,  or 
«  the  said  Duchess  or  her  assigns  in  respect  thereof  by  authority  of 
Pkriiament  or  otherwise  howsoever."    Payment  of  this  rent  charge  was 
jecnred  by  powers  of  distress  and  entry  reserved  to  the  Duchess,  and 
by  a  term  of  years  created  in  the  trustees:  Held  that  the  Duchess  was 
Oktitled  to  have  the  rent  charge  paid  to  her  in  full,  and  free  from  deduc- 
tion in  respect  of  income  tax  imposed  under  the  6  &  6  Vict  c.  35.  or 
wbsequent  Acts.    Per  the  Exch.  Chamber,  consisting  of  Erie  C.  J.,  Ihl- 
M  C.  B..  WiUianu,  WUlee  and  ByUa  J  J.,  and  Martin  and  ChanneU  BB. : 
fwendng  the  decision  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  consisting  of  Wightman 
vidBlaettum  JJ,  ^  ^ 


\ 
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1862. 

Tbotiwo      'T'HE  following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Tatloa.  Court,  without  pleadings,  under  the  Common  Law 

Procedure  Act,  1852,  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76.  s.  4& 

The  plaintiff  is  tenant  and  occupier  of  certain  of  the 
lands  and  tenements  upon  which  the  rent  charge  herein- 
after mentioned  is  charged,  and  over  which  the  power  of 
distress  hereinafter  mentioned  extends.    The  defendants 
are  the  Dowager  Duchess  of  the  late  Duke  of  Somersety 
and  donee  under  his  will  of  the  said  rent  charge,  and 
the  bailiff  duly  authorized  by  her  to  distrain  for  the  same. 
On  the  8th  April,  1854,  the  late  Duke  of  Somerset 
duly  made  his  will,  whereby  he  gave  and  devised  to 
*     his  friends  the  Right  Honourable    Thomas^  Earl  of 
Zetland,  and  Sir  Michael  Shaw  Stewart,  of  Ardgawan, 
in  Scotland,   Baronet,  and  their  heirs,  all  those  his 
several    messuages,   farms,   lands    and    hereditaments 
situate  or  arising  in  the  county  of  JVilts,  and  therein- 
after specifically  described,  with  the  rights,  members 
and  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging,  that  was  to 
say,  as  to  and  concerning  certain  farms,  farm  build- 
ings and  lands  in  the  said  will  particularly  described, 
including  the  lands  and  tenements  of  which  the  plaintiff 
is  tenant  and  occupier  as  aforesaid,  to  the  use  and  intent 
that  his  wife  Margaret,  Duchess  of  Somerset,  the  defend- 
ant in  this  action,  in  case  she  should  survive  him,  and 
her  assigns,  might,  from  and  after  his  decease,  yearly, 
have  and  receive  during  her  natural  life  one  yearly  rent 
charge  of  22002.  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  to 
be  charged  upon  and  issuing  out  of  all  and  singular  the 
farms,  hereditaments  and  premises  thereinbefore  lastly 
mentioned,  which  include  the  lands  and  tenements  of 
which  the  plaintiff  is  occupier  as  aforesaid,  and  to  be 
paid  to  the  said  Margaret,  Duchess  of  Somerset,  or  her 
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aasignB,  by  two  equal  half  yearly  payments  in  every  1352. 
year,  without  any  deduction  or  abatement  whatsoever  on  rssTiMo 
aooonnt  of  any  taxes,  charges,  impositions  or  assessments  j^jlfy^^ 
already  or  to  be  thereafter  taxed,  charged,  assessed  or 
imposed  on  the  same  hereditaments,  or  on  the  said  rent 
charge  of  2200/.,  or  on  the  said  Margaret^  Duchess  of 
Somerset^  or  her  assigns,  in  respect  thereof,  by  authority 
of  Parliament  or  otherwise  howsoever ;  and  the  first 
half  yearly  payment  of  the  same  yearly  rent  charge  to 
be  made  at  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months  after 
his  decease.  And  to  this  further  use  and  intent  that, 
if  the  said  yearly  rent  charge  of  2200/.,  or  any  part 
thereof  should  at  any  time  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid  by 
the  space  of  thirty  days  next  after  any  of  the  days  on 
which  the  same  ought  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid,  then  and 
80  often  it  should  be  lawful  (although  no  legal  demand 
should  have  been  made  thereof)  for  the  said  Margaret^ 
Duchess  of  Somerset^  or  her  assigns,  to  enter  and  dis< 
train  upon  all  or  any  part  of  the  said  hereditaments  and 
premises  thereby  chained  therewith,  and  to  dispose  of 
the  distress  and  distresses  then  and  there  taken  accord- 
ing to  law,  in  like  manner  as  in  the  case  of  distresses 
taken  for  rent  reserved  on  a  common  demise  for  years ; 
to  the  intent  that  the  said  Margaret,  Duchess  of  Samerseti 
might  be  fully  paid  and  satisfied  the  said  yearly  rent 
charge  of  2200/.,  or  any  part  thereof,  so  in  arrear  and 
unpaid,  and  all  costs  and  expenses  occasioned  by  the 
nonpayment  thereof  And  to  the  further  use  and  intent 
that,  in  case  the  said  annual  sum  of  220021,  or  any  half 
yearly  payment  thereof,  should  at  any  time  or  times 
thereafter  be  in  arrear  and  unpaid  by  the  space  of  forty, 
days  next  after  any  of  the  days  whereon  the  same  ought 
to  be  paid  as  aforesaid,  then  and  so  often  it  should  be 
lawfcd  (although  no  legal  demand  should  have  been 
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1862.  made  thereof)  for  the  said  Margaret^  Dachess  of  Somer- 
Fsniiio  ^  ^^  ^^  aasigns^  to  enter  upon  and  hold  the  said 
hereditaments  chained  therewith,  or  any  part  thereof, 
and  to  receiye  and  take  the  rents,  issnes  and  profits 
thereof  for  her  and  their  own  use,  until  she  or  they 
should  he  thereby  or  otherwise  fully  paid  and  satisfied 
the  arrears  of  the  same  rent  chai^  due  at  the  time  of 
such  entry,  and  which  should  afterwards  accrue  daring 
her  or  their  being  in  possession  of  the  same  premises ; 
together  with  all  such  costs  and  expenses  whatsoever  as 
she  or  they  should  sustain  by  reason  of  the  nonpayment 
thereof;  and  such  possession  to  be  without  impeachment 
of  waste.  And  subject  and  without  prejudice  to  the  said 
yearly  rent  chai^  of  2200/.,  and  the  powers  and  remedies 
in  the  said  will  before  limited  for  the  recovery  thereof : 
to  the  use  of  the  said  Earl  of  Zetiandani  James  Currie, 
their  executors  and  administrators  and  assigns,  for  a 
term  of  600  years  firom  the  said  testator's  decease^  upon 
certain  trusts  in  the  said  will  declared  concerning  the 
same,  that  was  to  say,  upon  trust  that  if  the  said 
Margaret,  Duchess  of  Somerset,  should  survive  the  said 
testator,  and  the  said  yearly  rent  chai^  of  2200/.  or 
any  part  thereof  should  at  any  time  be  in  arrear  and 
unpaid  by  the  space  of  sixty  days  next  after  any  of  the 
days  whereon  the  same  ought  to  be  paid  as  aforesaid, 
then  and  so  oft;en  the  said  Thomas,  Earl  of  Zetland,  and 
James  Currie,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  their  or  his  assigns,  should,  from  time 
to  time,  by  and  out  of  the  rents,  issues  and  profits  of 
the  said  hereditaments  and  premises  comprised  in  the 
jsaid  term  of  600  years,  or  by  mortgage,  sale,  or  demise 
thereof,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  for  all  or  any  part  of  the 
said  term,  or  by  recovering  and  receiving  the  rents, 
issues  and  profits  thereof  firom  the  tenants  and  occupiers, 
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or  by  all  or  any  of  the  ways  aforesaid^  or  by  any  other       i862. 
reasonable  ways  or  means;  levy^  raise  and  pay  the  said      febtiho 
yearly  rent  charge  of  2200/.,  and  all  arrears  thereof     xatlor. 
then  due  or  which  should  afterwards,  during  their  con- 
tinuance in  possession,  accrue  of  the  same ;  and  all  costs^ 
damages  and  expenses  which  the  said  Margaret^  Duchess 
of  Somerseiy  her  executors,  administrators  or  assigns, 
or  the  said  Thomas,  Earl  of  Zetland,  and  James  Currie, 
or  either  of  them,  their  or  either  of  their  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns,  should  sustain  by  reason  of 
the  nonpayment  thereof. 

The  testator  died  on  the  14th  August,  1855. 

Since  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  annuity  of  2200/. 
has  been  paid  by  the  present  Duke  of  Somerset,  who  is 
in  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  farms  and  lands 
npon  which  it  is  charged,  on  the  assumption  that  he  is 
entitled,  before  payment,  to  deduct  the  income  tax.  The 
annuity  has  therefore  been  paid  short  of  the  sums  firom 
time  to  time  due  upon  an  annuity  of  this  amount  in 
respect  of  income  tax.  The  Duchess  Dowager  of  Somerset, 
on  the  other  hand,  has  contended  that  the  intention  of 
the  testator  was  that  she  should  receive  the  annual  sum 
of  2200/.  without  any  deduction  whatsoever ;  and  she 
has  received  the  payments  made  in  respect  of  the  annuity 
without  prejudice  to  her  right  to  receive  the  2200/.  in 
fidL  If  the  contention  of  the  Duke  be  right,  it  is 
admitted  that  the  annuity  has  been  duly  paid,  and  that 
nothing  is  due  in  respect  thereof.  If  the  contention  of 
the  defendants  be  right,  it  is  admitted  that  the  sum  of 
504/1  3f .  4d.  due  in  respect  of  the  said  annuity  was,  on 
the  15th  FAruary,  1861,  in  arrear  and  unpaid,  and 
that  the  power  of  distress  above  recited  might  legally 
have  been  enforced  in  respect  of  such  arrears. 
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1862.  ^6  question  for  the  opinion  of  tlie  Court  is,  whether 

F„T,„o  the  defendant,  Margaret,  Dowager  Duchess  of  Somerset, 
is  entitled  to  have  the  annuity  and  the  half  yearly 
instahnents  thereof  paid  to  her  in  fiill,  and  firee  from  the 
deduction  in  respect  of  income  tax. 

K  the  judgment  of  the  Court  should  be  given  in  the 
affirmative^  it  is  agreed  that  the  said  sum  of  504/.  3f •  4d. 
arrears  shall  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  last  named 
defendant,  together  with  the  costs  of  this  action ;  and 
if  the  judgment  of  the  Court  should  be  in  the  negative, 
then  the  costs  of  this  action  shall  be  paid  by  the  last 
named  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  question  turned  on  the  following  sections  of  the 
Property  and  Income  Tax  Acts,  5  &  6  VieL  c.  35. 
and  16  &  17  Vkt.  e.  84. 

5  &  6  Vict.  c.  86.  s.  1.  From  and  after  the  5th  Aprii, 
1842,  ''  there  shall  be  charged,  raised,  levied,  collected, 
and  paid,  &c.,  during  the  term  hereinafter  limited,  the 
several  rates  and  duties  mentioned  in  the  several  Sche- 
dules contained  in  this  Act." 

Sect  60.  The  duties  granted  in  Schedule  (A.)  ''  shall 
be  assessed  and  charged  under  the  following  rules,  which 
rules  shall  be  deemed  and  construed  to  be  a  part  of 
this  Act,  &c.'' 

Schedule  (A.),  No.  IV.,  Rule  9.  "  The  occupier 
of  any  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  or  heritages 
being  tenant  of  the  same,  and  paying  the  said  duties^ 
shall  deduct  so  much  thereof  in  respect  of  the  rent 
payable  to  the  landlord  for  the  time  being  (all  sums 
allowed  by  the  Commissioners  being  first  deducted)  as 
a  rate  of  7rf.  for  every  20^.  thereof  would  by  a  just 
proportion  amount  unto,  which  deduction  shall  be 
made  out  of  the  first  payment  thereafter  to  be  made 
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on  account  of  rent;  and  the  receivers  of  Her  Majesty,        1862. 
and  all  landlords,  both  mediate  and  immediate,  their       Fbstimo 
respective  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,      Tatlos. 
according  to  their  respective  interests,  and  their  re- 
spective receivers  or  agents,  shall  allow  such  deduction 
upon  receipt  of  the  residue  of  the  rent,  under  the  penalty 
herein  contained;  and  the  tenant  paying  the  said  assess- 
ment shall   be  acquitted  and  discharged  of  so  much 
money  as  if  the  same  had  actually  been  paid  unto  the 
person  to  or  for  whom  his  rent  shall  have  been  due  and 
payable;   and  the  occupier  of  lands  charged  on  the 
amount  of  any  composition,  rent,  or  payment  for  tithes 
arising  therefirom,  and  paying  the  said  duties,  shall  be 
entitled  to  make  the  like  deduction  from  such  compo- 
sition, rent,  or  payment,  on  paying  the  same.'' 

Bule  10.  ''Where  any  such  lands,  tenements,  or  here- 
ditaments are  subject  or  liable  to  the  payment  of  any  rent 
chai^  whether  under  the  Act  passed  for  the  commutation 
of  tithes,  or  otherwise,  or  any  annuity,  fee  farm  rent,  rent 
serrice,  quit  rent,  feu  duty,  teind  duty,  stipends  to  licensed 
curates,  or  other  rent  or  annual  payment  thereupon 
reserved  or  charged,  the  landlord,  owner,  or  proprietor 
by  whom  any  deduction  shall  have  been  allowed  as 
aforesaid,  and  the  owner  or  proprietor  being  also  occu- 
pier and  charged  to  the  said  duties,  shall  deduct  and 
retain  out  of  every  such  rent  charge,  &c.,  so  much  of 
the  said  duties  or  payments  on  account  of  the  same,  (the 
JTist  proportion  of  the  sums  allowed  by  the  Comnus- 
noners  in  the  cases  authorized  by  this  Act  being  first 
deducted,)  as  a  like  rate  of  7d.  for  every  205.,  on 
every  such  rent  charge,  fee,  respectively,  shall  by  a 
just  proportion  amount  unto ;  and  the  receivers  of  Her 
Majesty,  and  all  persons  who  shall  be  anyways  entitled 
unto  such  rents,  duties,  stipends,  or  annual  payments. 
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1862.  their  receiTers,  depnties,  or  agents^  are  hereby  required 
YwgmQ  ^  allow  such  dedaction,  upon  the  recdpt  of  the  residue 
Tatkob.  ^^  ^^^^  monies  as  shall  be  due  and  payable  for  such 
rents,  duties,  or  annual  payments,  without  any  fee  or 
charge  for  such  allowance,  and  under  the  penalty  herein 
contained;  and  the  landlord,  owner,  proprietor  and  occu- 
pier respectiyely,  being  charged  as  aforesaid,  or  haying 
allowed  such  deduction,  shall  be  acquitted  and  discharged 
of  BO  much  money  as  if  the  same  had  actually  been  paid 
unto  such  person  to  whom  such  rent  charge  &c.,  shall 
have  been  due  and  payable.'' 

Sect  78.  "  Provided  always,  and  be  it  enacted^  that 
no  contract,  covenant,  or  agreement  between  landlord 
and  tenant,  or  any  other  persons,  touching  the  payment 
of  taxes  and  assessments  to  be  charged  on  their  respec- 
tive premises,  shall  be  deemed  or  construed  to  extend  to 
the  duties  chai^d  thereon  under  this  Act,  nor  to  be 
binding  contrary  to  the  intent  and  meaning  of  this  Act ; 
but  that  all  such  duties  shall  be  chained  upon  and  paid 
by  the  respective  occupiers,  subject  to  such  deductions 
and  repayments  as  are  by  this  Act  authorized  and  allowed ; 
and  all  such  deductions  and  repayments  shall  be  made 
and  allowed  accordingly,  notwithstanding  such  contracts, 
covenants,  or  agreements.'' 

Sect  103.  ''  If  any  person  shall  refuse  to  allow  any 
deduction  authorized  to  be  made  by  this  Act  out  of  any 
payment  of  annual  interest  of  money  lent,  or  other  debt 
bearing  annual  interest,  whether  the  same  be  secured  by 
mortgage  or  otherwise,  he  shall  forfeit  for  every  such 
offence  treble  the  value  of  such  principal  money  or  debt; 
and  if  any  person  shall  refuse  to  allow  any  deduction 
authorized  to  be  made  by  this  Act  out  of  any  rent  or 
other  annual  payment  mentioned  in  the  9th  and  10th 
rules  of  No.  IV.  Schedule  (A),  or  out  of  any  annuity  or 


„.j 


XXV.   VICTORIA.]  225 

annual  payment  mentioned  in  Schednlea  (C.)  or  (E.),  or        1862. 
in  the  next  preceding  clause^  save  ench  annual  interest      fbstiho 
as  aforesaid^  erery  such  person  shall  forfeit  the  sum  of      xatlob 
502. ;  and  all  contracts,  covenants,  and  agreements  made 
or  entered  into,  or  to  be  made  or  entered  into,  for  pay- 
ment of  any  interest,  rent,  or  other  annual  payment 
aforesaid,  in  fhU,  without  allowing  such  deduction  as 
aforesaid,  shall  be  utterly  void.*' 
16  &  17  VicL  €.  84. 

Sect  5.  ''The  said  duties  hereby  granted  shall  be 
assessed,  raised,  levied,  and  collected''  under  the  regula- 
tions and  provisions  of  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  85.,  "  and  of  the 
sereral  Acts  therein  mentioned  or  referred  to,  and  also 
of  any  Act  or  Acts  subsequently  passed  explaining,  * 
altering,  amending,  or  continuing''  that  Act;  &c. 

Sect.  40.  ''Every  person  who  shall  be  liable  to  the 
payment  of  any  rent,  or  any  yearly  interest  of  money, 
or  any  annuity  or  other  annual  payment,  either  as  a 
chaj^  on  any  property  or  as  a  personal  debt  or  obliga- 
tion by  virtue  of  any  contract,  whether  the  same  shall 
be  reorived  or  payable  half  yearly  or  at  any  shorter 
or  more  distant  periods,  shall  be  entitled  and  is  hereby 
aathorized,  on  making  such  payment,  to  deduct  and 
^etam  thereout  the  amount  of  the  rate  of  duty  which 
at  the  time  when  such  payment  becomes  due  shall  be 
pajable  under  this  Act,  that  is  to  say,  &c. ;  and  the 
person  liable  to  such  payment  shall  be  acquitted  and 
discharged  of  so  much  money  as  such  deduction  shall 
amount  unto,  as  if  the  amount  thereof  had  been  actually 
paid  xmto  the  person  to  whom  such  payment  shall  have 
become  due  and  payable ;  and  the  person  to  whom  such 
payment  as  aforesaid  is  to  be  made  shall  allow  such 
deduction,  upon  the  receipt  of  the  residue  of  such  money, 

VOL,  HI.  Q  B.    &   S. 
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1862.  upon  pun  of  forfeiting  the  sum  of  50/.  for  any  refusal  so 
Y^g-rinQ  to  do  :  Provided  always^  that  no  tenant  or  occupier  of 
Taylor.  ^^^  property  chargeable  under  Schedule  (A.)  of  this  Act 
shall  be  entitled  to  deduct  or  retain  out  of  the  rent  thereof 
any  greater  sum  than  the  amount  of  the  duty  which 
shall  have  been  assessed  and  charged  upon  or  in  respect 
of  such  property,  and  actually  paid  by  such  tenant  or 
occupier." 

The  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1861,  Navm- 
ber  X5th  and  19th ;  before  Wiohtman  and  Blackburn  JJ. 

Coleridge  (Dowdeswell  with  him),  for  the  plaintiff. 

Sir  F.  Kelly  (Bovill,  Lush  And  F.  M.  White  with  him), 
for  the  defendants. 

The  arguments  sufficiently  appear  in  the  judgment 
In  addition  to  the  two  statutes  above  mentioned,  the 
following  statutes  and  authorities  were  referred  to. 

4^PV.^M.  c.  1.  ss.  5,  6,  13,  84;  36  Geo.  3.  c.  52. «-  6, 
13, 16, 21, 24, 27, 28;  38  G.  8.  c.  60. ;  Giles  v.  Hooper{a), 
Brewster  v.  Kitchin  (A),  Bradbvry  v.  Wright  (c\  Barks- 
dale  T.  GilUat  (d),  Noel  y.  Lord  Henley  (e),  Louch  ?. 
Peters  (/),  Stow  v.  Davenport  (g),  Wall  v.  Wall  (A), 
Ani/leld  v.  White  (t),  Lethbridge  v.  Thurlaw  (jF),  Sadier 

(a)  CartK  136. 

{h)  1  Ld.  Raym.  317;  8.  a  nam.  Brewtter  v.  KidffeU,  Gir^A.  438:  also 
reported,  nom.  Brewster  v.  Kidffel,  12  Nod,  166. 

(e)  2J>auff.  624.  (d)  1  Swanst,  562. 

(e)  7 Price,  241.  (/)  1  M.  #  K.^8». 

(ff)  5  B,  f  Ad.  S59. 

(A)  15  Sim.  513;  16  L.  J.  305,  Chanc. ;  11  Jur.  403. 

(0  S.  #  Af.  246.  (J)  15  Beav.  384. 
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V.  Riekards  (a),  The  Attorney  General  v.  Shield  (*)  and        i862. 
Turner  y.  MulKneux  (c).  fbstino 


Cur.  adv.  vult.       j^^^^^ 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Blackburn  J.  This  was  a  special  case^  argued  before 
mj  brother  Wightman  and  myself  in  the  last  Term. 

It  appears  from  the  statement  in  the  case  that  the 
late  Duke  of  Somerset,  by  his  will,  devised  certain  lands 
to  devisees  and  their  heirs,  to  uses,  (amongst  others)  ''to 
the  use  and  intent''  that  his  wife,  Margaret  Duchess  of 
Somerset  (one  of  the  now  defendants),  might,  after  his 
decease,  yearly  receive,  during  her  life,  ''  one  yearly  rent 
chai^  of  2200/.,''  to  be  charged  upon  and  issuing  out 
of  the  lands  mentioned,  and  to  be  paid  half  yearly, 
"without  any  deduction  or  abatement  whatsoever  on 
account  of  any  taxes,  charges,  impositions  or  assessments 
already  or  to  be  thereafter  taxed,  charged,  assessed  or 
imposed  on  the  same  hereditaments,  or  on  the  said  rent 
charge  of  2200/.,  or  on  the  said  Margaret,  Duchess  of 
Somerset,  or  her  assigns,  in  respect  thereof,  by  authority 
of  Parliament  or  otherwise  howsoever." 

There  then  follows,  in  the  usual  form,  a  power  of 
distress  in  case  the  rent  charge,  or  any  part  thereof,  be 
"m  arrear  and  unpaid"  for  thirty  days ;  and  a  power  of 
entry,  if  it  be  *'in  arrear  and  unpaid"  for  forty  days; 
and  then  follows  a  term  of  600  years,  the  trusts  of 
which  are  in  case  the  rent  charge,  or  any  part  thereof, 
"be  in  arrear  and  unpaid"  for  sixty  days,  to  raise  the 
money  and  pay  it. 

(«)4ir.#j:302.  (ft)  3H#^;834. 

{c)  1  John,  #  H.  334. 
Q  2 


Tatu>b. 
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1862.  The  present  Duke  of  Somerset  is  in  the  receipt  of  tk 

p„„g^j  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands  upon  which  the  rent  charge 
is  charged*  He  has  paid  to  the  Dnchess  Dowager  the 
annuity  of  22JO0L,  short  of  the  amount  of  income  tax  due 
in  respect  of  it  We  must  take  it  to  be  the  fact,  though 
it  is  not  explicitly  so  stated,  that  the  income  tax  on  the 
lands  on  which  the  rent  is  charged  has  been  duly  paid  to 
the  Crown  by  the  tenants  in  occupation,  and  duly  allowed 
to  those  tenants  out  of  the  rents  payable  to  their  land- 
lord, who  is  either  the  present  Duke  or  a  trustee  for  him. 
If  the  Duchess  is  entitled  at  law  to  enforce  payment  of 
the  2200/.  per  annum,  without  deduction  for  any  income 
tax,  it  is  admitted  that  5042.  3«.  4d  is  in  arrear  and 
unpaid ;  but  if  the  payments  of  income  tax  by  the  terre 
tenants  to  the  Crown  operate  as  payment  to  the  devisee 
of  part  of  the  rent  chai^,  so  that  only  the  balance  of 
the  2200/.  would  remain  due  after  the  payment  of  the 
tax,  then  she  has  been  paid  in  full.  The  plaintiff  on 
the  record  is  a  tenant  of  part  of  the  lands,  and  to  raise 
the  question  a  formal  distress  has  been  made  upon  him : 
but  the  real  parties  are  the  Duke  of  Somerset  and  the 
Duchess  Dowager;  and  the  question  asked  us  is  the 
real  question  in  controversy,  viz.,  Whether  the  defendant, 
Margaret  Dowager  Duchess  of  Somerset,  was  entitled  to 
have  the  annuity  paid  in  full,  and  free  from  deduction 
in  respect  of  income  tax. 

On  the  argument  before  us,  it  was  properly  admitted 
by  Mr.  Coleridgey  who  argued  for  the  Duke,  that  the 
words  used  in  the  will  were  quite  as  strong  as  if  the 
testator  had  expressly  said  that  it  was  his  intention  that 
the  rent  charge  was  to  be  paid  in  full,  and  free  from  any 
deduction  in  respect  of  income  tax  then  existing  or  in 
future  to  be  imposed ;  and  that  the  only  question  was, 
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whether  the  intention  of  the  testator  so  declared  was  1862. 
operative  as  against  those  taking  the  lands  under  the  yestjuq 
will  That  depends  npon  the  trae  construction  of  the  xatlor. 
Income  Tax  Act  of  1842  (5  &  6  Vict  c.  35.),  the 
provisicms  of  which  hare  been  incorporated  in  the  pre- 
sent Income  Tax  Act.  By  sect.  60,  Sched.  (A.),  No.  IV., 
mle  9,  the  occupier  of  any  lands  &c.,  being  tenant 
thereof,  and  paying  the  duty  on  them,  shall  deduct  from 
the  rent  payable  to  his  landlord  the  proportion  of  the 
tax  in  respect  of  the  rent,  who  shall  allow  the  same ;  "  and 
the  tenant  paying  the  said  assessment  shall  be  acquitted 
and  discharged  of  so  much  money  as  if  the  same  had 
actaaQj  been  paid  unto  the  person  to  or  for  whom  his 
rent  shall  have  been  due  and  payable.''  By  the  10th  rule, 
where  any  such  lands  &c  are  subject  to  the  payment 
of  any  rent  charge,  the  landlord  by  whom  any  such 
deduction  has  been  allowed,  and  the  owner,  being  also 
oocniAer  and  charged  to  the  duties,  shall  deduct  and 
retain  out  of  the  rent  charge  so  much  of  the  said  duties 
as  is  proportioned  to  the  rent  charge ;  and  all  persons 
entitled  to  such  rent  are  required  to  allow  such  deduc- 
tion upon  the  receipt  of  the  residue  of  such  moneys  as 
shall  be  due  for  such  rents ;  and  the  landlord  and  occu- 
pier respectively,  being  charged  as  aforesaid,  or  having 
allowed  such  deduction,  ''shall  be  acquitted  and  discharged 
of  so  much  money  as  if  the  same  had  been  actually  paid 
nnto  such  person  to  whom  such  rent  charge  Sec.  shall 
have  been  due  and  payable." 

By  section  103  penalties  are  imposed  '*  if  any  person 
shall  refose  to  allow  any*  deduction  authorized  to  be 
niade  by  this  Act  out  of  any  rent  or  other  annual  pay- 
ment mentioned  in  the  9th  and  10th  rules  of  No.  IV., 
Schedule  (A*)."  "And  all  contracts,  covenants,  and 
agreements  made  or  entered  into,  or  to  be  made  or 
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1862.  entered  intOy  for  paTment  of  any  interest^  rent^  or  other 
Fbstinq  aanual  payment  aforesaid,  in  full,  without  allowing  such 
Tatlob       deduction  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  utterly  void." 

These  provisions  are  taken  verbatim  firom  the  old 
Income  Tax  Acts  in  the  time  of  George  the  Third,  so 
that  the  decisions  on  the  old  Acts  are  authorities  to 
guide  us  in  the  present  case. 

The  intention  of  the  Legislature  appears  to  us  to  have 
been  that  the  burthen  of  the  income  tax  should  be 
borne  by  the  person  who  received  the  income;  they 
have  therefore  enacted  that  if  the  income  tax  on  lands  be 
paid  by  the  tenants,  and  allowed  by  their  landlords,  and 
there  is  a  rent  charge  issuing  out  of  those  lands,  the 
owner  of  the  rent  charge  shall  allow  a  deduction  of  the 
amount  of  the  income  tax  on  the  rent  charge,  and  the 
owners  of  the  land  shall  be  acquitted  and  discharged  of 
so  much  money  as  if  actually  paid  to  the  owner  of  the 
rent  charge.  The  Legislature  meant  to  overrule  and 
disregard  the  intentions  of  the  parties,  and  have  there- 
fore expressly  avoided  any  contracts  for  the  payment  in 
full  without  allowing  any  deduction :  so  that,  if  this 
present  rent  charge  had  been  created  by  a  settlement 
inter  vivos,  to  which  the  present  Duke  was  a  party,  and 
if  the  present  Duke  had  covenanted  to  pay  the  rent 
charge  in  full  and  without  claiming  the  deduction,  his 
covenant  would  have  been  void,  and  the  deduction  must 
have  been  allowed. 

This  was  decided  in  The  Attorney  General  v.  Shield  (a), 
and  is  in  conformity  with  the  decisions  on  the  former 
Acts,  from  which  the  present  enactments  are  taken. 
Under  these  it  was  at  first  made  a  question  whether  the 
whole  rent  would  not  in  such  a  case  be  void,  but  it  was 
determined,  and  no  doubt  quite  rightly,  that  only  so 
(a)  3ir.#2V;834. 
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mucli  wasYoid.as  stipulated  for  the  payment  without  1862. 
deduction ;  see  Fuller  v.  Abbott  (a),  Tinchkr  y.  Prentice  (J),  festiho 
Eawe  V.  Synge  (c).  Tat  Lob. 

Sip  FUzray  Kelly  contended  that  it  was  otherwise  in 
the  case  of  a  rent  charge  created  by  a  devise,  and  in  the 
course  of  his  argument  cited  and  relied  upon  the  deci- 
sions as  to  legacy  duties  and  as  to  land  tax. 

The  provisions  of  the  Legacy  Act  are  totally  different 
from  those  now  in  question.  It  was  no  part  of  the 
scheme  of  the  Legislature  that  a  legacy  tax  should 
always  be  borne  by  the  legatee,  and  there  are  no  expres- 
sions indicating  that  they  had  such  an  object.  The  21st 
section  of  the  36  6r.  3.  c.  52.,  which  exempts  from  legacy 
daty  any  sum  which,  by  the  directions  in  the  will,  is  made 
payable  out  of  some  fund  other  than  the  legacy,  so 
that  the  legatee  may  obtain  the  legacy  free  from  duty, 
is  in  itself  sufficient  to  shew  that  no  such  object  was 
contemplated. 

By  the  Land  Tax  Act  (4  W.  Sf  M.  c.  1.)  a  pound 
rate  of  4f.  in  the  pound  was  imposed  on  all  lands. 
By  sects.  5  and  6  it  was  enacted  that  the  charge  should 
be  on  the  real  value  of  the  land  in  the  hands  of  the 
occnpiers,  and  that  the  owners  of  any  lands  charged 
with  a  rent  charge  might  keep  in  their  hands  4«.  in  the 
ponnd  from  every  rent  charge  issuing  out  of  the  premises, 
and  the  owners  of  the  rent  charge  were  required  to 
allow  such  deduction  on  the  receipt  of  the  residue 
of  the  money  due  for  such  rent.  There  are,  in  these 
sections,  no  express  words  providing  that  payment  of 
the  4g.  in  the  pound  by  the  terre  tenants  shall  have 
the  same  effect  as  payment  pro  tanto  of  the  rent  charge, 
bat  the  effect  is  nearly  the  same.     Sect  13  provides 

(a)  4  Taunt.  105.  (b)  4  Ihunt.  549. 

(c)  15  Ea8t,  440. 
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1862.  that,  where  the  tenant  has  paid  the  pound  rate,  he  shall 
FssTiNO  ^c  discharged  and  acquitted  to  his  landlord  as  if  so  much 
Tatloe.  ^^^  ^^  ^^  actually  paid.  Had  the  statute  stopped 
there,  it  would  have  been  ai  fair  question  whether  the 
Legislature  did  intend  to  overrule  the  private  arrange- 
ments of  the  parties  creating  the  rents.  Lord  Holt  seems 
to  have  thought  they  would  not  have  been  taken  so  to 
intend,  and  probably  it  would  have  been  so ;  but  sec- 
tion 84  leaves  no  doubt  about  it,  for  there  it  was  provided 
that  nothing  in  the  Act  contained  should  be  constraed 
to  alter,  change,  determine,  or  make  void  any  con- 
tracts, covenants,  or  agreements  whatsoever  between 
landlord  and  tenant,  or  others  touching  the  payment 
of  taxes  or  assessments;  anything  therein  contained  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

In  the  Income  Tax  Acts  the  provision  is  exactly  the 
contrary, — ^instead  of  enacting  that  the  contracts  shall 
be  unaffected,  it  is  enacted  that  they  shall  be  void,  and 
accordingly  the  decisions  have  been  precisely  opposite. 

Thus,  in  Giles  v.  Hooper  (a),  where  there  was  a  lease 
rendering  80/.  per  annum,  free  from  taxes ;  it  was  ad- 
judged that  the  render  made  a  covenant,  and  that  the 
tenant  was  bound  topaywithoutanydeductionfor  land  tax. 

In  Tinckler  v.  Prentice  (&)  there  was  a  demise  render- 
ing 82/.,  free  and  clear  of  land  tax  and  property  tax ; 
and  it  was  adjudged  that  so  much  as  stipulated  that  the 
rent  should  be  free  of  property  tax  was  void,  and  the 
tenant  might  make  the  deduction.  In  truth,  the  fact^ 
that  the  enactment  in  the  Property  Tax  Act  was  worded 
as  it  was  after  the  decisions  on  the  Land  Tax  Act,  is  to 
my  mind  conclusive  that  those  who  fiumed  the  latter 
Act  intended  to  impose  the  tax  upon  the  rent  charge  in 
spite  of  the  intention  of  those  who  created  it. 

(a)  Carth.  135.  (b)  4  Taunt.  M9. 
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It  was  QZged^  by  Sir  Fitzrog  KeUgy  that  tiiia  was  not  1862. 
a  contract,  bnt  a  derise;  and  that  a  devise  would,  at  all  Fbmiho 
CTents,  oreate  a  tmst.  He  dted  aeveral  cases  in  the  Tatloa. 
Courts  of  equity  where  trusts  have  been  created  to  pay 
annual  sums  without  deduction  of  taxes :  in  most  of 
those  cases,  as  in  WaU  v.  Wall  (a),  Lethbridge  y.  Thur- 
low  {b)  and  Sadler  v.  Richards  {c\  the  decision  was  that 
the  terms  used  were  not  sufficient  to  indicate  an  inten- 
tion that  the  annuity  should  be  paid  free  of  income  tax, 
bnt  in  Turner  y.  MvdUneux  (d)  the  Vice  Chancellor  did 
direct  that  the  annuity  should  be  paid  free  of  income 
tax.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  report  that  the  point 
was  taken  or  argued,  or  that  any  reference  was  made  to 
the  terms  of  the  Income  Tax  Act ;  but  they  can  hardly 
have  escaped  the  Vice  Chancellor's  notice.  But,  it  may 
veil  be,  that  a  trust  created  to  pay  money  may  be 
gOTemed  by  one  set  of  considerations,  and  a  legal  charge 
hy  another.  If  there  is  any  ground  for  saying  that  the 
will  creates  a  tmst  to  discharge  the  income  tax  out  of 
some  fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  Duchess,  application 
must  be  made  to  a  Court  of  equity  to  declare  and  enforce 
that  trost.  We,  in  a  Court  of  law,  cannot  decide  upon 
any  equitable  ground.  The  Duchess  is  possessed  of  a 
legal  rent  charge,  and^  if  it  is  paid  partly  in  money  and 
partly  by  the  operation  of  the  statute,  it  is  no  longer 
in  arrear,  and  cannot  be  enforced  at  law. 

There  remains  one  further  point  to  notice.  It  was 
said  that  the  devise  might  be  oonstnied  as  giving,  not 
a  rent  charge  of  22CX)/.,  but  an  annuity  varying  in 
amount  according  to  the  rate  of  the  income  tax  for  the 
time  being,  and  always  consbting  of  so  much  money  as 
would^  after  the  income  tax  was  paid,  leave  2200Z. :  so  that, 

(a)  15  Sim,  613.  (b)  16  Beav.  334. 

(0  4K.^J.  302.  (d)  1  John.  #  H,  334. 


▼. 
Tatlob. 
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1862.  if  ever  the  income  tax  should  be  abolished,  the  annuity 
Yjs^j^q  should  fall  to  22007. ;  if  it  should  ever  be  raised  to  20f . 
in  the  pound,  the  annuity  should  rise  to  4M0L;  and 
in  the  mean  time  should  fluctuate  from  time  to  time, 
according  as  the  income  tax  is  7d,  9d.,  or  lOef.  The 
grant,  if  thus  construed,  would,  in  case  the  income  tax 
was  paid,  entitle  the  grantee  to  recoTcr  only  2200/.; 
but,  if  it  was  not  paid,  to  levy  by  distress  more  than 
2200il  per  annum,  which  certainly  was  not  intended. 

Such  an  argument  might  have  been  equally  used  in 
Tinckler  v.  Prentice  (a),  but  was  not ;  it  was  used  in  2^^ 
Attorney  General  v.  Shield  (J),  where  my  brother  Martin 
asked  a  pertinent  question,  whether  such  a  fluctuating 
sum  could  be  given  as  a  rent. 

We  need  not  inquire  whether  such  a  varying  annuity 
could  be  thus  created.  The  testator  has  not  attempted 
to  do  so ;  he  has  created  by  express  and  plain  words 
"  one  yearly  rent  charge  of  2200i''  He  has  expressed 
his  intention  that  payment  of  taxes  by  the  terre  tenants 
shall  not  be  part  payment  of  the  rent  charge  thus 
granted ;  but  we  think  that,  as  fjEur  as  payment  of  income 
tax  is  concerned,  the  Legislature  has  annexed  to  such  a 
rent  charge  an  inseparable  incident  that  payment  of  in- 
come tax  by  the  terre  tenants  shall  be  part  payment  of 
such  a  rent  charge,  and  that  the  intention  of  the  Legis- 
lature must  prevail  over  that  of  the  testator  if  he 
intended  to  include  income  tax  in  the  expression  ^'  with- 
out any  deduction  or  abatement  whatsoever  on  account 
of  any  taxes,  charges,  impositions,  or  assessments  already 
or  to  be  hereafter  taxed,  charged,  assessed  or  imposed  &c., 
by  authority  of  Parliament,  or  otherwise  howsoever/* 

We  therefore  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
(a)  4  Taunt.  549.  (b)  3  ^.  #  JV.  834.  836. 
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1862. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 
Festino  against  Tatlob  and  the  Dowager      Tkund^, 

November  6^, 

Duchess  of  Somerset.  


For  head  note,  see  ante^  p.  217. 

/^N  this  judgment^  the  defendants  brought  error,  and 
the  case  was  argued  after  Trinity  Term,  1862, 
18tb  June;  before  Erle  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B.,  Williams, 
WiLLXs  and  Btles  JJ.,  Mabtin  and  Channbll  BB. 

Lush  {F.  M.  White  with  him),  for  the  defendants. 
—The  question  is  whether  tiie  Dowager  Duchess  of 
Somerset  is  entitled  to  the  fall  amount  of  the  rent 
ckrge  devised  to  her  by  her  husband,  or  whether  the 
income  tax  payable  bv  her  was  rightly  deducted  from  it. 
It  appears  from  the  language  of  the  wUl,  and  indeed 
▼as  admitted  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  on  the  ailment 
in  the  C!oart  below,  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the 
devisor,  and  it  only  remains  to  consider  whether  the 
Income  Tax  Acts  prohibit  that.  IColeridffe,  for  the 
plaintiff,  admitted  that  this  was  the  question,  and  that 
the  intention  of  the  devisor  was  as  stated  by  Lusfu] 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  proceeded  on  the 
assumption  that  the  question  was  whether  the  Duchess 
^  a  right  to  distrain  the  tenants  on  the  land  for  the 
rent  charge, — a  question  beside  the  real  one,  which  is 
between  the  Duchess,  as  owner  of  the  rent  charge,  and 
the  present  Duke,  as  devisee  under  the  will.    Nor  does 
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1862.  the  question  depend  on  any  distinction  between  legal 
YM9miQ  "^^  equitable  rights,  seeing  that  the  Property  and 
^-  Income  Tax  Acts  are  binding  in  Courts  of  equity  as 

well  as  in  Courts  of  law,  and  it  is  accordingly  imma- 
terial whether  the  Duchess  takes  this  money  herself  or 
receives  it  through  the  trustees. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  Property  and  Income  Tax 
Acts  to  prevent  the  intention  expressed  in  this  will  firom 
taking  effect. 

The  5  &  6  Viei.  c.  85.  *.  6a,  Schedule  (A),  Na  IV., 
Rules  9  and  10,  will  be  relied  on  by  the  other  side :  but 
those  provisions  were  introduced  for  the  benefit  of  the 
tenant;  and  seem  copied  from  the  Land  Tax  Act; 
4i  W.^  M.  c.  1.,  sect  18  of  which  enacts,  ''And  the 
several  and  respective  tenants  of  all  and  every  the 
manors,  messuages.  See.  which  by  virtue  of  this  Act 
shall  be  chargeable  with  any  pound  rates,  as  aforesaid, 
are  hereby  required  and  authorized  to  pay  such  sum  or 
sums  of  money  as  shall  be  rated  upon  such  manors,  ftc., 
and  to  deduct  out  of  their  rents  so  much  of  the  said 
rates,  as  in  respect  of  the  said  rents  payable  for  such 
manors,  ftc  the  landlord  should  and  ought  to  bear. 
And  all  landlords,  both  mediate  and  immediate  (accor- 
ding to  their  respective  interests)  are  hereby  required 
to  allow  such  deductions  and  payments,  upon  receipt  of 
the  residue  of  the  rents :  And  every  tenant,  paying  the 
said  assessments  of  the  pound  rates,  shall  be  and  is 
hereby  acquitted  and  discharged  for  so  much  money  as 
the  said  assessment  shall  amount  unto,  as  if  the  same 
had  been  actually  paid  unto  such  person  or  persons  unto 
whom  his  rent  should  have  been  due  and  payable.^' 

There  is,  however,  this  important  difference  between 
the  two  Acts,  that  sect.  84  of  the  Land  Tax  Act  provides 


XXVL   VICTORIA.  237 

''  that  nothing  in  this  Act  contained^  shall  be  confltrned  1862. 
to  alter^  change^  determine,  or  make  void  any  contractB^  Fmnvo 
corenantB,  or  agreements  whatsoeyer  between  landlord  tatioiu 
and  tenant,  or  others  touching  the  payment  of  taxes 
or  assessments,  &c.  f  whereas  sect  103  of  the  6  &  6 
Viet.  c.  35.  enacts  that  ^'  all  contracts,  covenants,  and 
agreements  &a,  for  the  payment  of  any  interest,  rent, 
or  other  annual  payment  aforesaid,  in  full,  without  allow- 
ing such  deduction  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  utterly  void/' 
Bat  that  section  does  not  prohibit  the  giving  property 
by  win  free  of  income  tax.  A  man  has  a  right  to  devise 
as  much  of  his  property  as  he  pleases  to  another;  and 
no  wrong  is  done  to  the  revenue  by  devising  to  a  party 
a  rent  charge,  and  an  annidty  of  so  much  over  as  will 
satisfy  the  income  tax,  seeing  that  the  Crown  is  paid  by 
the  tenant  in  the  first  instance. 

In  BrewMter  v.  Kitchin  (a)  it  was  held  that  a  cove- 
oant  to  pay  a  rent  charge,  without  deducting  for  any 
taxeSj  extends  to  taxes  of  a  similar  nature  and  for  like 
purposes  with  those  before  imposed,  though  not  then 
subsisting. 

In  Stow  V.  Davenport  (b),  where  lands  were  devised  to 
trustees  on  certain  trusts,  and,  among  others,  that  the 
wife  of  the  devisor  should  take  from  and  out  of  the  same 
premises  an  annuity  or  yearly  rent  charge^  to  be  paid  clear 
of  all  taxes  and  deductions,  it  was  held  that  the  annuity 
was  to  be  paid  clear  of  legacy  duty,  under  36  0. 3.  c.  62. 
aQd45  &.  8.  e.  28. 

In  several  cases  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  the  ques- 
tion has  been  discussed  whether,  on  the  true  construction 
of  a  particular  will,  the  devisor  intended  to  exempt  the 
derisee  from  the  payment  of  income  tax;   Turner  v. 

(a)  1  Ld.  Bi^fm.  317.  {h)  &  B.  f  Ad.  359. 


238  EXCH.   CH.   MICHAELMAS  TERM. 

1862.        Muttinetix  (a), — ^a  discussion  which   would  have  been 
FuTiHo      superfluous  if  a  statute  had  prohibited  his  so  doing. 
Tatlob  ^  CoUnron  y.  Travers  (i),  where  landed  property  was 

demised  for  a  term  of  years  at  a  certain  rent^  with  a 
proviso  that^  if  the  income  tax  should  not  be  payable  at 
any  period  during  the  term^  the  rent  should  be  reduced 
by  a  certain  amount^  this  was  held  not  to  be  an  evasion 
of  the  Property  and  Income  Tax  Acts. 

Coleridge  {Dowdeswett  with  him),  contra. — If  any  ques- 
tion depends  on  the  power  and  duty  of  the  trustees,  as 
between  them  and  the  cestui  que  trust,  that  is  matter 
for  a  Court  of  equity.  But  the  question  here  is  a  simple 
legal  one, — ^namely,  what  is  the  right  of  the  owner  of  a 
rent  charge  created  by  devise,  as  against  the  owner  of 
the  property  on  which  the  rent  charge  is  imposed  ? 

The  Property  and  Income  Tax  Acts  render  void  any 
instrument  by  which  the  owner  of  a  rent  charge  is  ex- 
cused from  income  tax;  the  intention  of  the  Act  being 
that  the  person  who  enjoys  the  income  shall  pay  the 
tax ;  Howe  v.  Synge  (c).  Fuller  v.  Abbott  (d),  Tinckkr  v. 
Prentice  (e).  In  Wall  v.  Wall  (/),  Shadwell  V.  C.  says  of 
the  Property  and  Income  Tax  Act,  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  35.,  that 
it  is  quite  plain,  from  its  language,  that  the  thing  that  is 
given  is  the  thing  that  is  to  pay  the  tax.  In  Lethbridge 
V.  Thurlow  (ff),  where  there  was  a  gift  by  wiH  of  a  rent 
charge  "clear  of  legacy  duty  and  every  other  deduction 
whatsoever,'*  it  was  held  not  clear  of  the  property  orincome 
tax.     [He  also  cited  The  Attorney  General  v.  Shield  (*).] 

It  is  argued  by  the  other  side  that  sect.  103  of  the 

(a)  1  John.  #  H.  334. 
(b)eL,T.K  8.287;  12  C.  B. N.  8. 181. 
(c)  16  East,  440.  (d)  4  Taunt,  105. 

•(«)  4  Taunt.  549.  (/)  15  Sim.  513.  520. 

(^)  15  Beav.  334.  (h)  S  ff.  f  N.  834. 
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5  &  6  Vict  c.  35.  does  not  mention  wills  ;  but  that  was  1862. 
not  necessary^  as  the  case  is  fully  provided  for  by  sect  60,  Festikg 
Schedule  (A.),  No.  IV.,  Rules  9  and  10.  •    TatLo*. 

The  true  test  is  to  consider  whether  the  devisee  could 
enforce  her  claim  by  distress.  Now  the  Legislature  could 
not  have  intended  to  expose  the  tenants  of  lands  to  be  dis- 
trained on  for  varying  amoimts  like  this;  beside  which, 
the  statute  provides  that  payment  of  the  income  tax  to 
die  Crown  shall  be  deemed  payment  to  the  landlord 

The  cases  on  the  Land  Tax  Acts  are  distinguishable,  for' 
those  Acts  contain  no  provisions  invalidating  contracts 
as  the  Property  and  Income  Tax  Acts  do.    Barhsdale  v. 
GilHai  (a)  is  an  authority  that  the  Legislature  contem- 
plated such  cases. 

The  Legacy  Duty  Act,  86  G.  3.  c.  52.,  enacts,  sect  21., 
"  Provided  always,  and  be  it  further  enacted,  that  if  any 
direction  shall  be  given,  by  any  will  or  testamentary  in- 
Btnunent  for  payment  of  the  duty  chargeable  upon  any 
legacy  or  bequest  out  of  some  other  fund,  so  that  such 
legacy  or  bequest  may  pass  to  the  person  or  persons  to 
whom  or  for  whose  benefit  the  same  shall  be  given,  free  of 
duty,  no  duty  shallbe  chargeable  upon  the  money  to  be 
appUed  for  the  payment  of  such  duty,  notwithstanding 
the  same  may  be  deemed  a  legacy,  to  or  for  the  benefit 
of  the  person  or  persons  who  would  otherwise  pay  such 
duty'' ;  and  there  are  analogous  provisions  in  the  subse- 
quent Acts  on  the  subject. 

Tjord  Lavat  v.  The  Duchess  of  Leeds  {b)  may  be  relied 
on,  hut  there  there  was  a  collateral  fund  specifically 
appropriated  to  meet  the  liability  to  the  taxes.  Colbron 
T.  Travers  (c)  was  rightly  decided ;  for  there  was  nothing 

{a)  1  Swanst.  662. 

(&)  10  W.  jR.  397;  2  Drew.  #  9m.  62. 

(0  6  L.  T.  N.S.287;  12  C.  B.  N,  8  181. 
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1862.        to  impeadi  the  contract  between  the  landlord  and  teaaat ; 
YimnKQ      '"^^  ^  Turner  v,  MuUUeux  (a)  the  present  point  was  not 

Lush,  in  reply. — ^The  answer  to  the  argpament  that  it 
was  unnecessary  to  provide  for  unik,  in  sect  103  of  5  &  6 
Viet  c.  35.^  because  that  case  was  provided  for  by  Rules 
9  &  10  of  sect  60,  Sch.  (A.),  No.  IV.,  is,  that  those  Rules 
provide  for  cases  of  cantrad  also,  so  that  sect.  103  would 
be  altogether  useless. 

Lard  Lavat  v.  The  Duchess  of  Leeds  {b)  is  an  express 
authority  on  the  point ;  whereas  the  question  was  not 
raised  in  ffaU  v.  Wall  (c),  Lethbridge  v.  Thurlew  (d),  or 
Howe  V.  Synffe  (e).  The  Attorney  General  v.  Shield  (/) 
was  the  case  of  a  contract,  and  consequently  within  the 
express  words  of  sect  103  of  9  &  10  Ftd.  c.  85« 

Cur.  adv.  uult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Erle  C.  J.  The  question  in  this  case  arises  upon  a 
will,  the  construction  of  which  is  undisputed*  The 
testator  thereby  devised  to  his  wife,  now  Dowager 
Duchess  of  Somerset,  a  rent  chaise  of  2200i^  per  annum, 
to  be  free  firom  income  tax,  and  created  a  trust  term 
to  insure  its  payment  She  has  distrained  for  arresrs 
without  allowing  income  tax,  following  therein  the  terms 
of  the  will  and  the  admitted  intention  of  the  testator. 

If  she  was  liable,  notwithstanding  the  terms  of  the 
will,  to  allow  the  income  tax,  there  ought  to  be  judgment 

(a)  IJbAn.  ^^.334. 

(b)  10  W,  JJ.  397;  2  Drew.  #  Sm,  62. 

(c)  15  Sim,  513.  (d)  16  Beav.  334. 
{e)  15  East,  440.  (/)  SKfN.  834. 


▼. 
Tatu>r. 
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f<Mr  the  plaintiff,  but,  if  the  will  is  to  prevail,  there  ought        i862. 
to  be  judgment  for  the  defendants.  rvmnQ 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  argued  that  the 
will  was  inoperative,  in  so  fieur  as  it  directed  that  the  rent 
chai^  should  be  dear  of  income  tax,  and  that  bj  reason 
of  The  Income  Tax  Act,  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  86.,  which  autho- 
1^268  this  deduction,  hj  a  landlord  ox  o  wiier  being  occupier 
and  charged  to  Ae  income  tax,  of  a  proportion  of  the 
tai  bom  a  rent  chaise,  and,  by  the  lOSrd  section,  im- 
poses penalties  upon  any  person  refusing  to  allow  any 
dednctioii  authcmzed  to  be  made  by  this  Act  out  of, 
inter  aha,  any  such  rent,  and  enacts  that  **  all  contracts, 
covenants,  and  agreements  made  or  entered  into,  for 
payment  of  any  interest,  rent,  or  other  annual  payment 
a&resaid,  in  full,  without  allowing  such  deduction  as 
aforesaid,  shall  be  utterly  void^'  Upon  this  ground  the 
Court  oi  Queen's  Bench  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  contend :  First, 
that  the  108d  section,  in  terms,  excludes  wills,  and  that 
it  ifl  therefore  competait  to  a  testator  to  direct  that  a 
rait  diarge  created  by  his  wiU  shall  be  free  from  income 
tax,  although  that  cannot  be  done  direcdy  by  a ''  contract, 
oorenant,  or  i^reemenf '  inter  vivos,  which  alone  are 
mentioned  in  the  statute;  secondly,  that,  at  all  events,  the 
trust  tenn  might  be  resorted  to  to  enforce  payment  of  the 
entire  diarge  dear  of  income  tax,  and  that  the  question 
in  the  case  being  one  of  substance  as  to  what  amount 
was  payable  under  the  will,  ought  to  be  answered  in 
hyoxa  of  the  defendants ;  and,  lastly,  it  was  said  that, 
if  necessary,  the  will  might  be  read  as  granting,  over 
and  above  the  2200/.  a  year>  an  annuity  proportioned  to 
the  income  tax,  which,  from  time  to  time,  might  be 
assessed  upon  the  property,  so  that  payment  of  2200/. 

VOL.  III.  R  B.    &    8. 
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1862.       clear  should  be  secored  to  the  Duchesa.    Upon  this 

Ywnna      latter  pomt  the  cases   collected  in  the  notes  to  4th 

Tatwb.      J^rman's  Bythewood,  by  Sweet,  162,  tit  Indemnity,  may 

be  referred  to.     They  were  referred  to  and  acted  upon 

in  an  unreported  case  in  this  Court  of  GirdUsiane  v. 

MeGowran. 

It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  express  any  opinion  upon 
either  of  these  points  except  the  firsts  because  upon  that 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendants^  aj^ument  ought 
to  prevail.  The  directions  in  the  statute  as  to  deductions 
from  a  rent  charge  apply  generally  without  r^ard  to 
whether  the  instrument  creating  the  charge  be  inter 
vivos  or  testamentary,  but  such  directions  are  quite 
consistent  with  a  provision  similar  to  that  contained  in 
section  34  of  The  Land  Tax  Act,  4  W.^M.c.  1.,  that 
deeds,  or  other  instruments  should  not  be  interfered 
with.  Accordingly,  we  find  it  impossible  to  exclude  from 
consideration  this  remarkable  omission  of  wiUs  in  the 
103d  section  of  The  Income  Tax  Act,  which  nullifies 
''  contracts,  covenants,  and  agreements  made  or  entered 
into,  for  payment  of  any  interest,  rent,  or  other  annual 
payment  aforesaid,  in  full,  without  allowing  such  deduc- 
tion.^'  This  omission  could  not  have  been  accidental,  if  to 
make  out  that  would  help  the  plainti£r,  because,  shortly 
before,  wills  are  expressly  referred  to.  Nor  is  it  so 
absurd  to  suppose  that  wills  should  have  been  intended 
by  the  Legislature  to  stand  upon  a  different  footing 
from  deeds,  as  to  justify  us  in  being  astute  to  find 
reasons  for  introducing  them  into  a  nullifying  clause,  from 
which  the  Legislature  has,  for  aught  we  can  tell,  deli- 
berately omitted  them. 

From  the  nature  of  this  question,  both  of  the  real 
parties  to  this  litigation  must  have  taken  their  respectiTe 
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rights  from  the  bounty  or  tlie  forbearance  of  the  testator.  IS62. 
It  is  not  a  qnestion  which  could  properly  arise  in  a  Court  festiho 
of  common  law  between  the  Duchess  and  a  tenant  whose  tatior. 
interest  was  derived  from  the  testator  in  his  lifetime, 
and  continued  after  his  death.  It  must  substantially  be 
a  dispute  between  the  Duchess  and  either  the  Duke's 
heir^  with  whose  succession  he  has  not  interfered  beyond 
derismg  the  rent  charge,  or  his  devisee,  or  a  person 
or  persons  daiming  under  such  heir  or  devisee.  And 
it  is  not  unreasonable  that  the  rights  of  such  persons 
should  be  governed  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  so  far 
as  they  are  not  clearly  shewn  to  be  contrary  to  law. 
This  the  more  obvious  because  it  must  be  admitted 
that,  by  a  grant  to  trustees  of  a  separate  annuity  of 
sufficient  amount,  upon  trust  to  repay,  from  time  to  time, 
the  amount  of  the  income  tax  to  the  Duchess,  and  the 
residue  to  whoever  might  be  entitled  subject  thereto, 
the  object  of  the  testator  might  become  legally  and 
effectually  accomplished.  This  devise  as  it  stands  does 
more  directly,  and  in  our  opinion  with  equal  effect,  pro- 
duce the  same  result. 

Upon  this  ground  we  reverse  the  judgment  complained 
of,  and  give  judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  reversed. 


R  2 


244 
1862. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM. 


Thursday, 
NwemberlSih. 

Public  nut- 

sance. 

Footway. 

Canal. 

9&lOViCt. 

C.83. 


B1NK8,  adminiBtrator  of  BiNESy  against  The  South 
Yorkshire  Kailway  and  River  Dun  Company- 


1.  The  owner  of  land  adjoining  a  public  road  is  imder  no  oblurtion 
to  fence  excayations  in  his  land  imless  they  are  so  near  to  the  road  as  to 
be  danserons  to  persons  lawfully  using  it. 

2.  where  a  canal  Company  constructed  a  canal  bj  the  side  of  an 
ancient  public  footway,  at  a  distance  of  about  twenty-four  feet  from  it, 
with  a  towing  path  on  the  bank  of  the  canal,  and  an  intermediate  roace 
between  them,  and,  in  consequence  of  the  acts  of  persons  authomed  by 
the  Company,  the  distinction  between  the  footway  and  the  canal  had 
become  obliterated;  and  it  appeared  that,  although  the  public  had  no 
riff  hi  to  pass  over  the  intermediate  space  between  the  footway  and  the 
canal,  they  were  permitted  by  the  Company  to  do  so  without  objection : 
Held,  that  the  Company  were  under  no  obligation  to  fence  the  canal; 
and  conseouently  that  no  action  lay  against  them,  under  the  9  &  10  Ft^. 
c.  93.,  by  the  personal  representatiTe  of  a  party  who  had  quitted  the 
footway,  and,  in  consequence  of  the  dangerous  state  of  the  cuial,  fell  in 
and  was  drowned. 


^HIS  was  an  action,  tuider  9  fie  10  Fiet  e.  98.,  by  the 
plaintiff,  as  father  and  adminiBtrator  of  Benjamin 
Binks. 

The  declaration  alleged  that  the  defiendants  were  pos- 
sessed of  land  near  to  and  adjoining  an  ancient  common 
and  public  footway,  and  had  made  and  constmcted  and 
were  possessed  of  a  certain  hole,  ditch,  cut  and  canal 
in  and  upon  the  said  land,  and  adjoining  and  dose  to 
and  by  the  side  of  the  said  ancient  and  common  and 
public  footway,  and  being  wholly  unfenced,  unguarded 
and  unlighted  by  day  or  by  night,  and  then  containing 
a  large  quantity  of  water;  that  the  existence  of  the  said 
hole,  ditch,  cut  and  canal  so  being  in  and  upon  the  land 
so  adjoining  the  said  ancient  and  common  and  public 
footway,  and  so  being  wholly  unfenced,  unguarded  and 
unlighted  by  day  or  by  night,  and  so  containing  a  large 
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quantity  of  water,  was  dangerous  to  any  person  passing 
along  the  footway,  either  by  night  or  day,  even  if  ' 
ordinaiy  care  were  employed  by  such  person,  and  was 
a  nuisance  to  the  said  ancient  and  common  and  public 
footway,  and  to  aU  persons  using  the  same;  and  the 
defendants,  by  reason  of  the  premises  and  of  their  pos- 
session of  the  said  land,  ought  to  have  sufficiently 
guarded,  fenced  off,  railed  in  and  lighted  the  said  hole, 
ditch,  cut  and  canal  so  as  to  prevent  damage  or  injury 
to  any  person  or  persons  lawfully  passing  in  and  along 
the  footway :  yet  the  defendants,  whilst  they  were  so 
possessed  of  the  land,  and  of  the  hole,  ditch,  cut  and 
canal  as  aforesaid,  wrongfiilly  and  contrary  to  their  duty 
in  that  behalf  permitted  and  suffered  the  land  and  the 
hole,  ditch,  cut  and  canal  to  be  and  continue,  and  the 
flame  were,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
Boffamin  Binks,  so  wholly  imguarded,  not  fenced  off  or 
railed  in,  and  without  any  light,  that  by  reason  of  the 
premises,  and  by  reason  of  the  existence  of  the  hole, 
ditch,  cut  and  canal  in  and  upon  the  laud  and  adjoining 
the  andent  and  common  and  public  footway  so  wholly 
nofenoed,  unguarded  and  unlighted  as  aforesaid  by  day 
or  by  night,  and  containing  a  large  quantity  of  water 
as  aforesaid,  and  by  reason  of  the  want  of  proper  and 
soflScient  guarding,  fencing  off,  and  railing  in  and  light- 
ing of  the  hole,  ditch,  cat  and  canal  as  aforesaid,  the 
and  Batjandn  Bink$,  who  was  lawfully  passing  in  and 
upon  the  footway,  lost  his  way,  missed  his  path,  slipped 
and  ML  into  the  hole,  ditch,  cut  and  canal,  and  was 
thereby  kifled,  ftc 

Pleas.    First,  not  guilty.     Secondly,  that  the  defend- 
ants were  not  possessed  of  the  land  near  to  or  adjoining 
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1862. 
B1NK8 

T. 

South 

Y0BK8B1&B 
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and 

Biver  Dvh 

Company. 


the  ancient  common  and  public  footwaj.  Thirdly,  Ihat 
the  defendants  had  not  made  and  oonstmcted,  nor  were 
thej  possessed  of,  the  hole,  ditch,  cat  and  canal  in  or 
upon  the  land  of  the  defendants,  adjoining  or  dose  to 
or  by  the  side  of  the  ancient,  common  and  pubUc  foot- 
way. Fourthly,  that  the  eustence  of  the  hole,  ditch,  cat 
and  canal  so  being  on  their  land  was  not  dangerous  to 
any  person  passing  along  the  footway,  either  by  night 
or  by  day,  nor  was  it  a  nuisance  to  the  ancient  and 
common  and  public  footway,  nor  to  all  persons  using 
the  same.  Fifthly,  that  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ants to  have  so  sufficiently  guarded,  fenced  off,  railed  in 
and  lighted  the  hole,  ditch,  cut  and  canal  as  to  prevent 
damage  or  injury  to  any  person  or  persons  lawfully 
passing  along  the  same. 

On  the  trial,  before  Martin  B.,  at  the  Summer  Assizes 
at  York,  1861,  it  appeared  that  the  deceased  was  sixteen 
years  old,  earning  &.  a  week  as  an  apprentice,  and  was 
also  employed  by  a  tradesman  at  Ratherham  to  go  errands, 
for  which  he  received  from  2«.  6(f.  to  4f .  a  week.  On 
the  6th  March,  1861,  he  was  sent  on  one  of  these 
errands  to  The  Holmes.  He  started  by  the  7  o'clock 
train  from  Botherham,  but,  through  some  mistake,  in- 
stead of  getting  out  at  The  Holmes,  he  went  on  to 
Brigktside,  and,  not  having  sufficient  money  to  pay  his 
fare  back,  he  set  off  to  walk  to  The  Holmes  along  a 
footpath,  the  night  being  wet  and  dark.  The  deceased 
had  reached  Jordan  Cottages,  by  the  side  of  a  canal  of 
which  the  defendants  were  proprietors,  and,  after  resting 
there  a  short  time,  he  resumed  his  journey,  and  had 
proceeded  along  the  footpath  mentioned  in  the  pleadings, 
but  shortly  afterwards  fell  into  the  canal  and  was  drowned. 
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Thia  footpatli  is  an  ancient  footpath  from  Sheffield  to 
Rather hmiL  From  Jordan  Dam  to  halfway  towards  The 
Holmes  it  follows  the  margin  of  a  goit  or  ditch^  as  to 
which  there  was  no  evidence  when  it  was  made :  there 
was  a  alight  breadth  of  grass  between  the  footpath  and 
the  goit  or  ditch.  The  defendants  constructed  their 
canal  in  1834,  nnder  the  powers  of  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, and  afterwards  made  a  towing  path  about  eight 
feet  wide.  In  the  first  instance  there  was  grass  land 
between  the  foot  path  and  the  towing  path  all  the  way 
from  Jordan  Dam  to  The  Holmes;  the  width  of  the 
grass  varying  from  nothing  to  four  or  five  yards.  Soon 
after  the  canal  was  opened  the  tenant  of  the  land  beyond 
Jordan  Dam  asked  permission  to  cart  up  the  bank  along 
the  canal  or  strip  of  land  between  the  towing  path  and 
footpath:  this  was  conceded  by  the  defendants  upon 
a  payment  of  2s.  6d*  a  year,  and  they  also  received 
Id,  for  every  cart  belonging  to  other  persons  who 
used  QkG  road.  This  use  of  the  road  destroyed  the  grass 
between  the  footpath  and  the  towing  path;  and  the 
defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the  road  and 
footpath,  had  covered  the  surface  of  both  with  ashes  or 
dnders.  At  the  place  where  the  body  of  the  deceased 
was  found  the  footpath  was  close  to  the  goit.  The 
whole  space  between  the  goit  and  the  canal  was  about 
twenty-two  or  twenty-four  feet  wide,  the  towing  path 
being  six  feet  wide,  the  footpath  three  or  four  feet  wide, 
and  the  remaining  space,  about  fourteen  or  fifteen  feet 
wide,  being  between  the  footpath  and  the  towing  path : 
the  surface  of  that  space  was  the  same,  so  that  the  foot- 
path was  undistinguiahable  from  the  road.  The  canal 
was  unfenced  and  unprotected. 
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1862.  By  oonaent,  a  verdict  was  entered  far  the  pLuntiff^ 

B»xii        ^^^  ^^  damages,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defend- 

South       '^^  ^  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  if  the  Court  should  be 

^  kIS?^**    of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  on  which  the  jury 

and         could  pToperlv  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
Company.         In  the  following  Michadmas  Term, 

Edward  James  ohteixxed  a  rule  nisi  accordingly;  which 
was  argued  in  this  Term,  November  10th  and  ISth,  on 
which  latter  day  judgment  was  given. 

MelUeh  and  J.  Kay  shewed  cause. — ^The  defendants 
are  liable  in  this  action,  as  their  canal  is  a  dangerous 
nuisance  to  persons  passing  along  the  footpath.  P^haps 
the  defendants  woidd  not  have  been  answeraUe  for  any 
mischief  to  persons  passing  along  the  footpath  and  Ail- 
ing into  the  canal  when  it  was  first  made,  nor  as  long 
as  the  distinction  between  the  footpath  and  the  towing 
path  continued;  but  as  soon  as  the  footpath  ceased  to 
be  distinguishable  from  the  towing  path,  by  reason  of 
the  defendants  procuring  or  permitting  tiie  boundary 
between  them  to  be  obliterated,  the  canal  became  a 
dangerous  nuisance.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  nui- 
sance should  adjoin  the  highway.  In  Barnes  v.  Ward  {a) 
Maule  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said, 
p.  420 : — ''  The  result  is, — ccmsidering  that  the  present 
case  refers  to  a  newly-made  excavation  adjoining  an 
immemorial  public  way,  which  rendered  the  way  unsafe 
to  those  who  used  it  with  ordinary  care, — ^it  appears  to  us, 
after  much  consideration,  that  the  defi»idant,  in  having 
made  that  excavation,  was  guilty  of  a  public  nuisance, 
even  though  the  dang^  consisted  in  tiie  risk  of  acd- 

(a)  9  C.  B,  392. 
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dentdly  denating  from  the  road."  Bird  v.  HoUrook  (a) 
was  there  reKed  on  as  an  answer  to  the  objection  that 
the  deceased  was  a  trespasser  on  the  defendant's  land 
at  the  time  the  injnry  was  sustained.  In  Hardeastk  y. 
The  South  Yorkshire  Bailwaif  and  Bioer  Dun  Com" 
pojty  (&)  diere  was  a  substantial  space  betwe^i  the  path 
and  tiie  excavation,  and  the  deceased,  instead  of  follow- 
ing the  path  which  tamed  to  the  right  over  a  bridge, 
walked  straight  on,  and  so  fell  into  the  excavation ;  and 
PoOoek  C.  B.,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
said,  pp.  74,  75  : — "  When  an  excavation  is  made  adjoin- 
ing to  a  public  way,  so  that  a  person  walking  upon  it 
might,  by  making  a  false  step,  or  being  afiPected  with 
sudden  ^ddiness,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  horse  or  carriage 
way,  might,  by  the  sudden  starting  of  a  horse,  be  thrown 
into  the  excavation,  it  is  reasonable  that  the  person 
making  such  excavation  should  be  liable  for  the  conse- 
quences; but  when  the  excavation  is  made  at  some 
distance  from  the  way,  and  the  person  falling  into  [it] 
would  be  a  trespasser  upon  the  defendant's  land  before 
he  reached  it,  the  case  seem  to  us  to  be  different.  We  do 
notseewheretheliabilityis  tostop.  ***  Wethinkthat 
the  proper  and  true  test  of  legal  liability  is,  whether 
the  excavation  be  substantially  adjoining  the  way/'  In 
BoutueU  V.  Smyth  (e),  where  a  quarry  was  in  a  common 
near  to  and  between  two  public  highways  leading  over 
the  common,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  ground  of 
action;  but  WiOiams  J.  said,  p.  742 :—" The  general 
doctnne  as  to  the  non-liability  of  owners  of  land  to 
fence  excavations  therein  was  qualified  to  this  extent  by 
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thoee'^  (ie.  Bamety.  fFard(a)  and  HardeaHleY.  The  South 
Yorkshire  Railway  and  ItiverDunCompany{b)  )  '' amongst 
other  cases^  that  the  excavation  mnst  not  be  made  so  near 
to  a  public  road  as  to  amount  to  a  public  nuisance,  and 
that,  if  it  do  amount  to  a  public  nuisance,  and  a  particular 
injury  result  therefrom  to  an  individual,  an  action  will 
lie,— on  the  well  established  principle  of  law,  that,  where 
a  particular  injury  results  from  a  public  nuisance,  it  is 
the  subject  of  compensation  in  damages  to  the  individual 
by  whom  such  injury  is  sustained/'  In  the  present 
case  the  defendants  have  imdertaken  to  define  what  the 
footpath  is  to  which  the  public  are  entitled,  and  that  it 
extends  to  the  edge  of  the  canal ;  and  any  person  using 
the  towing  path  as  a  footpath  might  plead  leave  and 
license  to  an  action  of  trespass  by  the  Company.  [Black- 
bum  J.  The  act  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains  is 
nonfeasance  rather  than  misfeasance.  Wightman  J. 
Must  not  a  person  who  has  the  easement  of  a  way  over 
the  land  of  another  take  care  to  use  that  way  only? 
Mellor  J.  Suppose  a  hot  or  dry  summer  in  which  the 
grass  which  used  to  form  the  boundary  line  between  the 
footway  and  the  towing  path  withered  and  died.]  Or 
a  fall  of  snow  in  the  winter :  in  those  cases  the  caoal 
without  a  fence  would  become  a  nuisance. 


Edward  James,  Cleasby,  and  Hannay,  in  support  of 
the  rule. — An  action  will  doubtless  lie  for  injury  to  an 
individual  resulting  from  a  public  nuisance ;  but  Hard- 
castle  V.  The  South  Yorkshire  Railway  and  River  Dun 
Company  {b)  and  Hounsell  v.  Smyth  (c)  are  authorities 
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tbat  the  present  action  cannot  be  maintained.  This  canal 
was  clearly  not  a  pnblic  nuisance  at  the  time  when  it  was 
constrocted,  and  nothing  has  been  done  since  to  make  it 
sncL  There  was  no  evidence  from  which  a  license  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants  to  the  public  to  use  the  interme- 
diate land  and  the  towing  path  could  be  presumed;  and^  if 
there  had  been  such  a  license^  the  persons  taking  advan- 
tage of  it  must  take  it  with  its  risks.  Where  a  highway 
nms  through  land^  the  owner  is  not  bound  to  fence  a 
dangerous  bog  upon  the  land  which  is  at  a  distance 
fifom  the  highway.     (They  were  then  stopped.) 
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WiGHTHAN  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should 
be  made  absolute.  The  declaration  allies  the  existence 
of  an  ancient  common  and  public  footway^  and  that  ad- 
joining and  dose  to  and  by  the  side  of  it  was  a  canal^ 
the  property  of  the  defendants,  which  being  "wholly 
mifencedy  unguarded  and  unlighted  by  day  or  by  night, 
and  containing  a  large  quantity  of  water,  was  dangerous 
to  any  person  passing  along  the  footway,  either  by  night 
or  by  day,  even  if  ordinary  care  were  employed  by  such 
person,  and  was  a  nuisance  to  the  footway,  and  to  all 
persons  using  the  same.''  Here  the  canal  is  said  to  be  ad- 
joining a  common  and  public  footway.  In  truth  it  was 
not,— it  was  at  the  distanoeof  several  feet, — about  twenty- 
four.  It  is  true  that  there  was  no  fence,  properly  so 
called,  between  the  public  highway  and  the  canal,  to  pre- 
vent persons  passing  from  the  former  to  the  latter,  and 
it  seems  that,  from  circumstances,  the  distinction  between 
the  pathway  and  the  intermediate  space  had  become 
obliterated. 

Now  I  adopt  the  view  taken  by  the  Court  of  Common 
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Pleas  in  BatmseU  v.  Smyth  (a),  and  in  particalar  that 
part  of  the  judgment  of  Keating  J.  in  whidi  he  says, 
p.  746,  "  To  throw  upon  the  owners  the  obligatkm  of 
fencing  this  excayation  in  their  waste  land  adjoining 
the  roads,  it  ought  to  be  shewn  that  the  escavation  was 
so  near  to  the  roads  as  to  be  dangerous  to  persons  law- 
fully using  them.''  And  WWiams  J.,  p.  748,  observes, 
^'No  right  is  alleged:  it  is  merely  stated  that  the  owners 
allowed  all  persons  irho  chose  to  do  so,  for  recreation  or 
for  business,  to  go  upon  the  waste  without  complaint, — 
that  they  were  not  churlish  enough  to  interfere  with  any 
person  who  went  there.  One  who  thus  uses  the  waste 
has  no  right  to  complain  of  an  excavation  he  finds  there. 
He  must  take  the  permission  with  its  concomitant  con- 
ditions, and,  it  may  be,  perils.'' 

There  can  be  no  question  that  here  the  public  have 
been  permitted  without  objectioQ  to  pass  over  the  in- 
termediate space  between  the  road  and  this  dangerous 
canal;  but  no  right  in  them  to  pass  over  it  is 
alleged, — ^th^  have  at  most  only  a  mere  permission, 
and  those  who  take  that  permission  must  take  it  with 
all  chances  of  meeting  with  accidents.  The  defendants 
were  not  under  any  obligation  to  fence  the  highway 
against  the  canal,  which  was  not  shewn  to  be  so  near  as 
to  be  dangerous  to  a  person  using  the  road  in  the 
regular  line. 


Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Hard- 
castle  Y.  The  South  Yorkshire  Railway  and  Bioer  Dun 
Company  {b)  is  an  authority  in  point,  where  it  was  held, 


(a)  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  781. 
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in  a  considered  judgment  of  the  Court,  that  the  exca- 
Tation  into  which  a  party  falls  must  be  adjoining  to  a 
public  way,  in  order  to  render  the  owner  of  the  laud 
liable  for  the  mischief.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron,  in 
deliyering  judgment,  says,  pp.  74 — 5,  •*  When  an  exca- 
Tation  is  made  adjoining  to  a  public  way,  so  that  a 
person  walking  upon  it  might,  by  making  a  false  step, 
or  being  affected  with  sudden  giddiness,  or,  in  the  case 
of  a  horse  or  carriage  way,  might,  by  the  sudden  start- 
ing of  a  horse,  be  thrown  into  the  excavation,  it  is 
reasonable  that  the  person  making  such  excavation 
should  be  liable  for  the  consequences.  *  *  *  * 
We  think  that  the  proper  and  true  test  of  legal  liability 
is,  whether  the  excavation  be  substaniialfy  adjoining 
the  way,  and  it  would  be  very  dangerous  if  it  were 
otherwise, — if  in  every  case  it  was  to  be  left  as  a  &ct 
to  the  jury,  whether  the  excavation  were  sufficiently 
near  to  the  highway  to  be  dangerous.^'  I  do  not  say 
whether  that  decision  is  right  or  wrong:  in  either 
event  we  are  bound  by  it  in  this  Court ;  and  it  is  not 
a  question  for  the  jury,  but  for  the  Judge,  Was  the 
excavation  substantially  adjoining  the  way?  I  do  not 
think  it  is  possible,  on  the  evidence  here,  to  say  that 
this  canal  was  adjoining  to  the  highway  originally. 
There  was  an  intervening  breadth  of  towing  path,  of 
about  nine  feet,  and  a  strip  of  grass,  which  was  agreed 
to  be  a  marked  and  real  distinction. 

In  order  to  distinguish  this  case  from  that  to  which 
I  have  referred,  it  was  argued  that  such  alterations  had 
been  made  in  the  towing  path  that  they  obliterated 
the  distinction  between  it  and  the  footway,  and  so 
rendered  it  not  noticeable,  especially  at  night,   and 
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consequently  dangerous.  But  I  do  not  think  that  that 
amounts  to  making  the  canal  adjoin  the  footway^  if  it 
did  not  do  so  before. 

There  may  possibly  be  cases  where  the  owner  of  land 
adjoining  a  way,  may  by  his  acts,  induce  the  public  to 
go  near  to  an  excavation  in  his  land  so  as  to  get  into 
danger;  in  which  case  it  would  be  the  same  thing  whe- 
ther the  way  were  a  highway  or  not.  But  that  should 
be  distinctly  proved,  whereas  the  only  evidence  adduced 
here  amounts  to  nothing  of  the  kind. 


Mellob  J.  Hardcastle  v.  Th$  South  Yorkshire 
RaUway  and  River  Dun  Company  (a),  explaining  as  it 
does  Barnes  v.  Ward  (£),  is  rightly  decided,  and  I 
think  the  only  difference  between  that  case  and  the 
present  is,  that  the  judgment  there  assumes  that  the 
going  off  the  towing  path  would  be  a  trespass;  here 
perhaps  trespass  would  not  be  maintainable.  The  peiv 
sons  here  who  say  that  they  are  not  trespassers  by  going 
out  of  the  footway  must  take  their  licence  with  its 
dangers. 

There  was  therefore  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury, 
and  this  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


(«)  4  //.  ^'  h\  67. 


(6)  9  a  B,  392. 
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The  Queen  against  Bray.  ^^^^^ 

1.  Under  The  Vexatious  Indictments  Act,  22  &  23  Vict,  e,  17.,  it  is    

sufficient  if  the  consent  of  the  Judge  to  the  prosecution  is  given  in    yg^frtioua 
writing ;  and  no  preTious  summons  or  notice  to  the  party,  or  even  affi-    ji.  j  •  u^_^. 
davit  of  the  fiMrts,  is  necessary.  *^  ^^^% 

2.  The  Court  will  not  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  of   p^V  tf  17 
the  Judge  under  this  statute.  j^  1"  [ k  i^.^ 

3.  A  person  having  given  evidence  at  a  trial,  the  Jud^  did  not  give  ^  i  qq 

any  direction  to  prosecute  him  for  penury.  About  a  fortnight  afterwuds,  A,„-J,^  ^f 

arolicatian  was  made  to  the  same  Ju<ige  for  his  consent  for  that  purpose,  j?!^    ' 

The  party  had   received  no  notice  of  the  application,  which  was  not  u!urfiTtnc€ 

founded  on  either  summons  or  affidavit;  but  a  copy  of  a  newspaper,  \.f(^^^ 

containing  a  report  of  the  proceedings  at  the  trial,  was  laid  before  the  ^  t^»^» 
Judge  to  refreeh  his  memory*  as  to  the  facts,  on  which  he  wrote  "  I  con- 
sent to  the  prosecution  in  this  case :"  held  sufficient  within  the  statute. 

^PHIS  was  an  applicatioD  for  a  certiorari  to  bring  into 
this  Court  an  indictment  for  perjury  found  at  the 
Central  Criminal  Court,  in  order  that  it  might  be 
quashed  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  The  question  had 
been  before  Mellor  J.  at  Chambers,  who  referred  it  to 
the  Court 

Stat.  22  &  28  Viet.  c.  17.  s.  1.  enacts:  ''No  bill  of 
indictment  for  any  of  the  offences  foUowing,  viz.  per- 
jioy,  subornation  of  perjury,  conspiracy*  obtaining 
money  or  other  property  by  false  pretences,  keeping  a 
gambling  house,  keeping  a  disorderly  house,  a|id  any 
indecent  assault,  shall  be  presented  to  or  found  by  any 
grand  jury,  unless  the  prosecutor  or  other  person  pre- 
senting such  indictment  has  been  bound  by  recognizance 
to  prosecute  or  give  evidence  against  the  person  accused 
of  such  offence,  or  unless  the  person  accused  has  been 
committed  to  or  detained  in  custody,  or  has  been  bound 
by  recognizance  to  appear  to  answer  to  an  indictment 
to  be  preferred  against  him  for  such  offence,  or  unless 
such  indictment  for  such  offence,  if  charged  to  have 
been  committed  in  Enffland^  be  preferred  by  the  direc- 
tion or  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  a  Judge  of  one 
s   2 
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1862.  of  the  superior  Courts  of  law  at  Westminster^  or  of  Her 
The  Qukbh  Majesty's  Attorney  General  or  Solicitor  General  for 
England^  or  unless  such  indictment  for  such  offence^  if 
charged  to  have  been  committed  in  Ireland^  be  preferred 
by  the  direction  or  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  a  Judge 
of  one  of  the  superior  Courts  of  law  in  Dublin^  or  of  Her 
Majesty's  Attorney  General  or  Solicitor  General  for 
Ireland^  or  (in  the  case  of  an  indictment  for  perjury)  by 
the  direction  of  any  Court,  Judge,  or  public  functionary 
authorized  by''  stat.  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  100.  ''to  direct  a 
prosecution  for  perjury." 

Sect.  2.  "  Where  any  charge  or  complaint  shall  be 
made  before  any  one  or  more  of  Her  Majesty's  justices 
of  the  peace  that  any  person  has  committed  any  of  the 
offences  aforesaid  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  justice, 
and  such  justice  shall  refuse  to  commit  or  to  bail  the 
person  charged  with  such  offence  to  be  tried  for  the 
same,  then  in  case  the  prosecutor  shall  desire  to  prefer 
an  indictment  respecting  the  said  offence,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  said  justice  and  he  is  hereby  required  to 
take  the  recognizance  of  such  prosecutor  to  prosecute 
the  said  charge  or  complaint,  and  to  transmit  such 
recognizance,  information,  and  depositions,  if  any,  to  the 
Court  in  which  such  indictment  ought  to  be  preferred, 
in  the  same  manner  as  such  justice  would  have  done  in 
case  he  had  committed  the  person  charged  to  be  tried 
for  such  offence." 

The  peijury,  the  subject  of  the  present  indictment, 
was  alleged  to  have  taken  place  at  a  trial  before  MeUcr  J., 
who  did  not  then  give  any  direction  or  leave  for  the 
prosecution  of  the  now  defendant,  nor  was  any  appli- 
cation made  to  him  for  the  purpose  until  about  a  fort- 
night afterwards,  when  he  was  sitting  at  Guildhatt. 
The  defendant  had  received  no  notice  of  the  intended 


Bbat. 
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appKcation,  which  was  not  founded  on  either  summons        1862. 
or  affidavit;  but  a  copy  of  The  Times  newspaper,  con-    rj^^  Quebm 
taining  a  report  of  the  proceedings  at  the  trial,  was  laid 
before  the  Judge  to  refresh  his  memory  as  to  the  facts, 
on  which  he  wrote  "I  consent  to  the  prosecution  in 
this  case/'  and  affixed  his  siguature. 

fVoolktt,  {Inglesant  with  him),  in  support  of  the  appli- 
cation.— ^The  application  to  the  Judge  ought  to  have  been 
preceded  by  a  summons  or  other  notice  to  the  defendant ; 
and  been  founded  on  some  species  of  record,  or,  at  least,  on 
affidavit  of  the  facts,  in  order  to  identify  the  party  intended 
to  be  charged.  [Mellor  J.  I  referred  these  parties  to 
the  Court  because,  as  cases  of  this  kind  often  occur  at 
chambers,  I  wished  some  rule  to  be  laid  down.  Cockbum 
C.  J.  The  Judge  who  tries  the  cause  has  merely  to  see  if 
there  is  a  prima  facie  case  against  the  party,  without 
asking  him  for  an  answer.  It  is  otherwise  with  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  who  knows  nothing  of  the  facts  of  the  case. 
Blachburn  J.  It  never  occurred  to  me,  or  any  other 
Judge,  to  call  on  the  party  in  such  a  case.]  It  is  only 
justice  to  the  defendant  to  allow  him  an  opportunity  of 
explaining  the  evidence  he  gave.  The  circumstance  of 
MeUor  J.  having  been  the  Judge  who  tried  the  cause 
makes  no  difference,  for,  after  it  was  over,  he  stood  in 
the  same  position  as  any  strange  Judge.  The  statute 
was  meant  to  protect  persons  against  improper  prosecu* 
tions,  but  the  course  here  adopted  would  have  the  contrary 
effect.  The  Attorney  General  or  the  Solicitor  General 
can  act  under  this  statute  as  well  as  a  Judge,  and,  in  Reg. 
T.  Allen  (a),  Cockbum  C.  J.  says,  ''  Our  attention  has 
been  called  to  the  practice  of  the  Attorney  General  in 
his  office,  as  laid  down  in  the  books,  to  summon  the 

(a)  IB.  ^8.  850.  854. 
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1862.       prosecutor,  and  hear  the  parties  before  granting  his  fiat 
The  QuMH    for  a  nolle  prosequi.  I  think  that  is  a  wholesome  practice.'' 


Bray 


CoCKBURN  C.  J.  There  is  no  ground  for  this  applica- 
tion. The  sole  object  of  the  statute  was  to  prevent  the 
abuse  of  the  right  of  prosecution,  by  proceedings  insti- 
tuted either  vexatiously  or  from  corrupt  or  sinister 
motives.  With  this  view  the  statute  imposes  restrictive 
directions  or  conditions  on  certain  prosecutions,  by  re- 
quiring  the  consent  in  writing  of  a  Judge,  &c.  As  to  the 
circumstances  under  which  that  direction  or  consent  shall 
be  given,  it  has  left  them  entirely  within  the  discretion 
of  the  Judge,  and  the  Court  will  not  interfere  with  its 
exercise.  In  this  particular  case  the  Judge  was  in  full 
possession  of  all  the  facts,  and  the  case  was  identified 
before  him  as  much  as  if  the  attorney  had  come  with  a 
paper  setting  out  the  facts.  Upon  that,  hia  consent  was 
given  in  writing^  which  is  the  only  form  required  by  the 
statute. 

WiGHTMAN  J.  concurred. 

Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  When  a 
matter  of  this  kind  is  brought  before  me,  if  I  know 
nothing  about  the  case,  I  (and  I  believe  other  Judges 
adopt  the  same  course)  refuse  to  interfere,  and  tell  the 
parties  to  go  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  where  infor- 
mations can  be  taken.  That,  however,  is  entirely  a 
matter  of  discretion.  But  I  have  never  doubted  that, 
as  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  says,  where  the  Judge  is 
satisfied  that  the  case  is  a  fit  one  for  prosecution,  and 
that  it  will  not  be  frivolous  or  mischievous,  he  is  not 
bound  before  giving  his  consent  to  issue  a  summons,  or 
require  evidence  on  oath. 

Mellor  J.  concurred.  Rule  refrised. 
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1862. 


Page  against  Meek.  Friday/ 

1.  Is  an  aetion  on  common  counts  the  defendftnt  pleaded  that,  in  Payment. 
consideration  that  the  defendant  would  at  once  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  Accord  and 
vhole  of  his  claim,  except  a  certain  portion  chdmed  by  the  defendant  as  gatuf action, 
a  deduction  from  it^  the  plaintiff  agreed  that  that  sum  should  be  deposited  Pleading. 

in  the  hands  of  a  third  party,  to  be  held  by  hun  in  trust  for  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  until  the  difference  between  them  should  be  acyusted ; 
allying  performance,  and  that  the  difference  was  still  pending :  Held 
good  as  a  special  plea  of  payment. 

2.  Quare,  whether  the  plea  was  good  as  a  plea  in  accord  and  satis- 
faeHonf 

T^ECLARATION  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  goods 
sold  and  delivered^  and  on 'accounts  stated. 
Plea.  That  the  whole  of  the  claims  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  declaration  mentioned  are  for  and  in  respect  of  the 
sum  of  721/.  17*.  6rf.,  being  the  price  of  500  bags  of  rice, 
which,  by  a  certain  contract  entered  into  between  the 
plamtiff  and  defendant,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell  to 
the  defendant  and  to  deliver  on  board  a  certain  vessel, 
called  lite  Providencia,  and  to  be  equal  to  a  certain 
sample :  and  the  defendant  says  that,  after  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  the  said  rice,  a  question  or  difference  arose 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  whether  the  said 
rice  was  or  was  not  equal  or  inferior  to  the  said  sample, 
the  defendant  alleging  and  the  plaintiff  denying  that  the 
same  was  inferior  to  the  said  sample ;  and  then,  in  con- 
sideration that  the  defendant  would  at  once  pay  to  the 
pkintiff,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  681/.  17*.  6^.,  being  the  whole 
of  the  price  of  the  said  rice  and  of  the  plaintiff's  claim 
in  this  action,  except  40/.,  which  was  claimed  by  the 
defendant  as  a  deduction  from  the  said  price  in  con- 
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1862.       Bequence  of  the  said  alleged  inferiority  in  quality,  the 

:^^ —  plaintiff  agreed  that  the  said  sum  of  401,  being  the 

V-  residue  of  the  said  price,  instead  of  being  paid  over 

directly  to  the  plaintiff,  should  be  deposited  in  the  hands 
of  certain  persons  (to  wit)  certain  persons  carrying  on 
business  in  London  under  the  style  and  firm  of  Messrs. 
Blaihie  Sf  Co.,  to  be  held  by  them  in  trust  for  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  until  the  said  difference  as  to  the 
quality  was  adjusted  between  the  said  parties :  and  the 
defendant  says  that  he  performed  the  said  agreement  on 
his  part  in  every  respect,  and  paid  to  the  plaintiff  the 
said  sum  of  681 /L  17s.  6d.  as  agreed,  and  the  said  sum 
of  402.  was  then  deposited  as  agreed  with  the  said  persons, 
and  the  same  still  remains  in  the  hands  of  the  said  per- 
sons awaiting  the  adjustment  of  the  said  difference,  which 
is  still  pending :  and  the  defendant  has  always  been 
and  still  is  ready  and  willing  to  do  and  concur  in  aU  acts 
and  matters  necessary  to  bring  the  said  difference  to  an 
adjustment  according  to  the  said  agreement. 
Demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

Crray,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  plea  is  bad 
as  a  plea  of  payment,  for  it  shews  that  only  a  portion  of 
the  debt  was  paid  to  the  plaintiff.  Neither  is  it  good 
as  a  plea  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  for  there  is  no  aver- 
ment that  the  fresh  agreement  was  taken  as  such. 
Although  it  alleges  that  a  portion  of  the  money  was 
deposited  in  the  hands  of  a  third  party  until  the  adjust- 
ment of  the  difference  between  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant it  does  not  shew  any  agreement  that  that  difference 
should  be  adjusted  by  arbitration  or  in  other  manner 
different  from  that  prescribed  by  the  ordinary  course  of 
law.  The  present  action  therefore  lies.  (He  was  then 
stopped.) 
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Watkin  Williams  J  contriL — Agreements  like  the  present  1862. 
are  common  in  the  city,  and  it  is  therefore  desirable  p^^^ 
that  a  decision  be  pronounced  as  to  their  validity.  The  ji^^^ 
plea  shews  that,  in  place  of  the  original  contract  between 
the  parties,  a  new  contract  was  substituted,  by  which  the 
defendant  was  to  pay  a  certain  sum  to  trustees,  to  be 
held  by  them  for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  as  might  be 
afterwards  determined.  When  the  defendant  paid  that 
snm  into  the  hands  of  the  third  party,  he  performed  his 
contract.  {^Cockbum  C.  J.  What  do  you  say  to  the 
objection,  that  it  is  not  averred  that  this  new  agreement 
was  received  by  way  of  accord  and  satisfaction  of  the 
old  one  ?]  It  was  not  received  in  accord  and  satisfac- 
tion of  the  old  one,  its  effect  being  merely  to  deprive 
the  plaintiff  of  his  right  of  suing  upon  it ;  Stracy  v.  The 
Bank  of  England  (a).  Good  v.  Cheesman  (6).  In  order 
to  render  the  consideration  for  a  contract  suflScient,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  thing  to  be  done  be  for  the  benefit 
of  the  party  sued ;  it  is  enough  that  it  be  productive 
of  loss  to  the  party  suing.  [^Wightman  J.  Suppose 
your  client  refused  to  make  an  adjustment  of  the 
difference  between  the  plaintiff  and  himself,  would  an 
action  lie  against  him  7]  Yes.  [  Wightman  J.  A 
hardship  might  arise  in  this  way.  If  this  action  lies, 
the  defendant  will  have  to  pay  the  sum  deposited  with 
the  stakeholder,  to  which  it  may  turn  out  afterwards 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled.] 

Ford  V.  Beech,  in  error  (c),  may  be  relied  on  by  the 
other  side,  where  it  was  held  no  answer  to  an  action  on 
two  promissory  notes,  that  after  they  became  due  it  was 

(a)  6  Bing,  754.  (b)  2  B.  i  Ad.  328. 

(t)  11  Q.  B.  852. 


V. 
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1862.  mutually  agreed,  by  the  plamti£P  and  defendant  and  Aj 
^^2^  that  A.  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  smaller  sums  by  quar- 
terly payments,  and  so  long  as  he  did  so  the  right  of 
action  on  the  notes  should  be  suspended. 

Gray,  in  reply. — In  order  to  render  the  agreement  ia 
the  plea  binding,  it  ought  to  have  been  set  out  accord- 
ing to  its  legal  effect,  which  is  either  that  the  new  agree- 
ment was  taken  in  satisfaction  of  the  original  one,  or  that 
it  was  such  as  bound  the  plaintiff  not  to  sue.  The  plea, 
being  in  confession  and  avoidance,  admits  the  existence 
of  the  debt;  although  the  defendant  may  have  his 
remedy  by  cross  action  on  the  new  agreement  In 
Stracy  v.  The  Bank  of  England  {a)  the  question  arose 
on  the  general  issue ;  if  the  defence  had  been  pleaded 
specially,  accord  and  satisfaction  must  have  been  alleged. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  Our  judgment  must  be  for  the  de« 
fendant.  I  have  a  strong  opinion  that,  both  in  law  and 
in  fact,  the  subject  of  this  defence  might  have  been 
pleaded  as  accord  and  satisfaction.  Where  there  is  an 
existing  liability,  and  the  parties  come  to  an  agreement 
respecting  it  that  a  new  form  of  payment  shall  be  sub- 
stituted,— ^that  instead  of  the  price  on  which  the  plain- 
tiff could  have  insisted  imder  the  original  agreement,  the 
defendant  shall  pay  a  sum  down,  and  deposit  the  residue 
to  abide  the  event  of  adjustment  of  the  plaintiff's  claims 
— that  is  substituting  new  terms  in  satisfaction  of  the 
original  liability. 

But  we  need  not  decide  the  present  case  on  that 
ground^  because,  when  this  record  is  looked  at,  we  see 

{a)  QBing,  754. 
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that  this  is  a  special  plea  of  payment^  t.  e.^  payment  in  a        1862. 
given  manner.     The  plaintiff  demands  a  certain  sum         v^ 
as  the  price  of  a  cargo  of  rice ;  the  defendant  says^  I        hkxk. 
agreed  with  you  to  pay  a  certain  sum  down,  and  that 
the  difference  should  be  deposited  in  the  hands  of  a  third 
party  to  be  disposed  of  on  a  certain  event,  u  e.,  handed 
to  yon  in  the    event  of  its  being  decided  in  your 
favour,  and  to  me  in  the  contrary  event.     On  the  whole 
that  is  a  plea  of  payment,  because  the  entire  of  the 
money  is  disposed  of  according  to  the  will  of  the  parties. 
It  would  be  extremely  hard  if  this  plea  could  not  be 
maintained;   for  then  the  defendant  must  pay  imme* 
diately  that  portion  of  the  money  which  was  deposited 
in  the  particular  quarter,  and  he  might  not  afterwards  be 
ahle  to  get  it  back. 

WiGHTMAK  J.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  there  is  a 
technical  difficulty  here.  It  seems  to  me  however  that,  so 
&r  as  the  original  cause  of  action  is  concerned,  this  plea 
does  amounty  by  necessary  implication,  to  a  special  plea 
of  payment.  The  defendant  says,  in  effect,  that  he  paid 
the  whole  amount  of  the  claim,  partly  into  the  hands  of 
the  plamtiff  and  partly  to  a  third  party  who  is  a  stake* 
holder  between  them.  Such  an  agreement  may  give  a 
different  cause  of  action  to  the  plaintiff  than  he  had 
originally,  but  that  does  not  appear  to  be  the  case  in  the 
present  instance.  On  the  whole,  therefore,  I  think  that 
onr  judgment  should  be  for  the  defendant. 

Mbllob  J.  t  am  of  the  same  opinion.  On  the  whole, 
although  not  without  some  doubt  arising  from  the  mode 
in  which  it  is  pleaded,  I  think  that  this  plea  alleges  what 
^  equivalent  to  the  substitution  of  a  certain  mode  of 
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payment  for  the  mode  of  payment  under  the  original 
contract^  and  that  the  defendant  has  paid  the  whole  sum 
which  he  was  bound  to  pay  under  the  substituted  mode. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Friday, 
NovemberX^ih, 

Libel  in  way 
of  trade, 
ikfamation 
of  articles. 


Young  and  others  against  Macrae. 

1.  Sefnble,  that  if  a  person  falsely  and  maliciously  disparages  an  article 
which  another  manufactures  or  vends,  and  special  damage  results  there- 
from, an  action  will  lie,  although  in  so  doing  no  imputation  was  cast  on 
the  personal  or  professional  character  of  the  manufacturer  or  vendor. 

2.  A  declaration  for  libel  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  patentee  of 
an  invention  for  obtaining  Parafuie  oil,  and  that  the  defendant  falsely 
and  maliciouslv  composed  and  published  a  libel  of  him  in  the  way  of 
his  trade,  in  the  shape  of  a  circular  and  report  as  follows :  lAverioei, 
SOth  December,  1861  [M],  500  casks  American  refined  Petroleum  £eio- 
sine  or  Paraffine  Oil,  manufactured  by  The  Portland  Keroeine  Conwany, 
Portland,  United  States,  and  imported  by  Messrs.  Maclean^  Maris 
^  Co,,  merchants,  sold  by  Alex.  8.  Macrae,  broker,  LiverpooL  Ajid  such 
report  being  in  these  words.  Professor  Musj>ratfB  Rej)ort.  I  certify  that 
I  nave  carefully  tested  the  above  oil,  meaning  the  said  oil  in  the  baid 
libel  mentioned,  and  meaning  an  oil  other  than  and  different  from  the 
oil  so  manufactured,  sold  and  traded  in  by  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid, 
and  that  I  find  it  a  colourless  and  somewhat  aromatic  liquid,  while  Youna't 
Scotch,  meaning  the  said  Paraffine  oil  so  manufacturc^i,  sold  and  traded 
in  by  the  plaintifi^,  and  to  which  the  said  privileges  relate  as  aforesaid, 
has  a  reddish  brown  tinge,  is  much  thicker,  and  has  a  more  disagreeable 
odour  than  it^  meaning  the  said  oil  in  the  said  libel  mentioned.  I 
further  certify  that  in  burning  the  two  oils  comparatively  in  the  ordinary 
one  shilling  lamp,  I  found  the  power  of  the  light  produced  by  the 
American,  meaning  the  said  oil  in  the  said  libel  mentioned,  equals  four 
and  a  quarter  wax  candles.  The  sample  of  Youny*&,  meaning  the  said 
Paraffine  oil  so  manufactured,  sold  and  traded  in  by  the  plaintiff^  and 
to  which  the  said  privileges  relate,  burned  under  the  same  conditions  io 
the  same  lamp,  yields,  while  the  lamp  remains  well  filled,  a  light  of 
nearly  the  same  power  as  the  American,  but  a  feebler  one  after  the  oil 
has  burned  down  to  one  half.  The  difference  at  this  stage  I  find  to 
amount  to  nearly  the  Ught  of  one  such  candle,  or  say  twenty-five  per 
cent,  in  favour  of  The  Portland  Kerosine  Company's  oil,  meaning  the 
said  oil  in  the  said  libel  mentioned.  TSigned)  Sheridan  Muspratt,  M.D., 
F.RS.,  Fd.,  M.RI.A.,  &c.  &c.,  Protessor  of  Chemistry:  and  divers  of 
such  libels,  beine  composed  only  of  the  said  report :  whereby  the  plaintiff 
was  injured  in  his  trade,  and  the  reputation  of  his  oil  injured,  and  the 
sale  diminished ;  with  allegations  of  special  damage :  Held  that  the 
declaration  disclosed  no  ground  of  action :  Bubitante  JViffhtman  J. 

T^HE  declaration,  after  alleging  that  letters  patent  had 
been  granted  to  the  plaintiff  Younff  for  an  inven- 
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tion  of  a  process  for  obtaining^  by  the  distillation  of       1862. 
bitaminous  coals  under  particular  conditions^  the  sub-       y^vmT' 
stance  known  as  Paraffine^  and  also  an  oil  containing      n^cBir 
ParafiKne,  which  letters  patent  were  afterwards,  by  inden- 
ture. Tested  in  him  in  trust  for  himself  and  the  other 
plaintiffi,  proceeded  thus.     "  And  whereas,  afterwards, 
and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the 
grievances  hereinafter  mentioned ;  the  said  letters  patent 
and  the  said  privileges  being  then  vested  in  the  plaintiffs 
in  manner  aforesaid,  the  plaintifb  carried  on  business 
in  partnership  together,  and  stiU  do  carry  on  business 
in  partnership  together,  as,  amongst  other  things,  manu- 
facturers of  and  sellers  of  and  traders  in  ParaflSne  oil, 
being  the  oil  hereinbefore  mentioned  as  the  oil  contain- 
ing Paraffine  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned,  and  to 
which  the  privileges  granted  by  the  said  letters  patent 
relate;    the  defendant,  contriving    and   intending  to 
injure  the  plaintiffs,  before  suit,  falsely  and  maliciously 
composed  and  published  divers  and  very  many  false, 
scandalous  and  malicious  libels  of  and  concerning  the 
plaintiffs  as  such  copartners,  manufacturers  and  sellers, 
and  of  and  concerning  them  as  and  in  the  way  of  their 
trade  and  business  as  such  manufacturers,  sellers  and 
traders,  divers  of  such  libels  being  each  composed  of  a 
circular  and  report,  such  circular  being  in  these  words: 
Liverpool,  80th  December  1861  [M] .    500  casks  American 
refined  Petroleum  Kerosine  or  Paraffine  Oil,  manufac- 
tured by    The  Portland  Kerosine  Company,   Portland, 
United  States,  and  imported  by  Messrs.  Maclean,  Maris 
If  Co.,  merchants,  sold  by  Alex.   S.   Macrae,  broker, 
Uverpooh  And  such  report  being  in  these  words.     Pro- 
fessor Muspratfs  Report.    I  certify  that  I  have  care- 
fully tested  the  above  oil,  meaning  the  said  oil  in  the 
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1862.  8&id  libel  mentioned  and  meaning  an  oil  other  than  and 
YovnQ  different  from  the  oil  so  manufactured^  sold  and  traded 
in  by  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid^  and  that  I  find  it  a 
colourless  and  somewhat  aromatic  liquid^  while  Fount's 
Scotch,  meaning  the  said  ParafSne  oil  so  manufactured, 
sold  and  traded  in  by  the  plaintiffs^  and  to  which  the 
said  privileges  relate  as  aforesaid,  has  a  reddish  brown 
tinge,  is  much  thicker,  and  has  a  more  disagreeable 
odour  than  it,  meaning  the  said  oil  in  the  said  Ubd 
mentioned.  I  further  certify  that,  in  burning  the  two 
oils  comparatively  in  the  ordinary  one  shilling  lamp,  I 
found  the  power  of  the  light  produced  by  the  American, 
meaning  the  said  oil  in  the  said  libel  mentioned,  equals 
four  and  a  quarter  wax  candles.  The  sample  of  Young^s, 
meaning  the  said  Paraffine  oil  so  manufactured,  sold  and 
traded  in  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  to  which  the  said  privi- 
leges relate,  burned  imder  the  same  conditions  in  the 
same  lamp,  yields,  while  the  lamp  remains  well  filled,  a 
light  of  nearly  the  same  power  as  the  American,  but  a 
feebler  one  after  the  oil  has  burned  down  to  one  hal£ 
The  difference  at  this  stage  I  find  to  amount  to  nearly 
the  light  of  one  such  candle,  or  say  twenty-five  per  cent,  in 
favour  of  The  Portland  Kerosine  Company/ %  oil,  meaning 
the  said  oil  in  the  said  libel  mentioned.  (Signed)  Sheridan 
Muspratt,U.D.,  F.R.S.,Pd.,  M.R.I.A..,&c.  &c..  Professor 
of  Chemistry.  And  divers  of  such  libels  being  composed 
only  of  the  said  report.  Thereby  meaning  and  intending 
that  the  said  Paraffine  oil  so  manufactured,  sold  and 
traded  in  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  to  which  the  said  privileges 
relate,  was  oil  of  an  inferior  quality  to  the  said  oil  in  the 
said  libel  mentioned,  and  yielded  a  feebler  light  than 
the  light  yielded  by  the  said  oil  in  the  said  libel  men- 
tioned under  like  conditions,  and  yielded  and  would 
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yield  only  an  amount  of  light  nearly  the  light  of  one  1862. 
of  such  wax.  candles  as  in  the  said  libel  mentioned  less,  Yovbq 
or  nearly  or  about  twenty-five  per  cent,  less,  than  was  maobab. 
yielded  and  would  be  yielded  under  like  conditions  by 
the  said  oil  in  the  said  Ubel  mentioned.  By  reason  and 
in  consequence  whereof  the  plaintiffs  have  been  pre- 
judiced and  injured  in  their  said  trade  and  business,  and 
the  reputation  of  the  said  oil  so  manufactured  by  the 
plaintiffs  has  been  injured  and  the  sale  thereof  has  much 
diminished  and  fallen  off,  and  the  plaintiffs  have  thereby 
lost  great  profits  which  they  otherwise  would  have  made ; 
and  by  reason  and  in  consequence  of  the  said  premises 
divers  persons,  that  is  to  say,  &c,  who,  before  the  com- 
mitting of  the  said  grievances,  were  used  to  buy  the 
said  oil  so  manufiEustured  by  the  plaintiffs,  ceased  to  buy 
the  same,  and  bought  the  said  oil  in  the  said  libel  men- 
tioned instead  thereof;  and  by  reason  and  in  consequence 
whereof  also  divers  persons,  that  is  to  say,  &c.,  who 
otherwise  would  have  bought  the  said  oil  so  manu- 
factured by  the  plaintiffs,  were  induced  to  refrain  from 
buying  the  same,  and  were  induced  to  buy,  and  did  buy, 
the  said  oil  in  the  said  Ubel  mentioned  instead  thereo£ 
And  the  plaintifib  claim  1000/.'' 
Demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

MUward  {Gates  with  him),  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 
—The  documents  set  out  in  the  declaration  are  not 
libellous,  for  they  mean  nothing  more  than  that  the 
defendant's  oil  is  superior  to  that  of  the  plaintiff;  which 
may  be  true  for  all  that  appears  to  the  contrary.  [^Cock- 
bum  C.  J.  If  this  is  a  libel,  the  effect  would  be  to  put 
down  ninety-nine  out  of  every  hijmdred  advertisements  of 
articles  that  we  see.]  There  is  no  authority  for  saying  that 
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1862.        things  can  be  the  subject  of  libeL     [Blackburn  J.    I  cer- 
YouHo        tainly  never  saw  a  case  which  went  80  far  as  this.]  Ahorse 
Macrae.      dealer  has  no  right  of  action  against  a  person  who  asserts 
that  he  has  better  horses.     [He  was  then  stopped] 

Edward  James  (  T.  Jones,  Northern  Circuity  with  him), 
contra. — These  documents  are  a  libel  on  the  plaintiffs, 
as  manufacturers  of  this  oil;  and^  on  demurrer,  it  must 
be  taken  that  the  statements  in  them  were  made 
falsely  and  maliciously  as  alleged  in  the  declara- 
tion. Whenever  a  man  is  spoken  of  disparagingly  in 
the  way  of  his  trade  an  action  will  lie,  especially  when 
special  damage  results.  The  assertion  that  Paraffine  oil 
ought  to  be  colourless,  and  that  the  plaintiffs^  oil  had  a 
reddish  brown  tinge,  is  a  depreciation  of  it.  [^Cochbum 
C.  J.  In  order  to  be  actionable,  must  not  the  disparage- 
ment be  of  a  man's  character?]  In  general  that  is 
so,  but  a  distinction  exists  where,  as  here,  an  article  is 
manufactured  by  him.  In  Ingram  v.  Latcson  (a),  where 
the  imputation  was  that  a  ship  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 
owner  and  master  was  not  seaworthy,  and  that  Jews  had 
bought  her  to  take  out  convicts,  this  was  held  a  libel  on 
the  plaintiff  in  his  business  as  a  shipowner  and  master 
mariner,  without  proof  of  special  damage ;  although  the 
judgments  of  the  Judges  shew  that,  merely  as  a  disparage- 
ment of  the  quality  of  the  ship,  the  action  could  not 
have  been  maintained  without  such  proof.  Evans  v. 
Harlow  (£)  is  to  the  same  effect.  [Cochburn  C.  J.  The 
documents  before  us  do  not  impute  to  the  plainti£&  that 
the  article  they  sell  is  of  a  bad  quality  in  itself,  but 
simply  that  it  is  inferior  to  some  other.]  They  allege 
that  the  plaintiffs'  oil  has  a  quality  which  it  ought  not  to 
(tf)  6  Bing.  N.  C.  212.  (b)  6  Q,  B.  624. 
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have,  namely,  a  reddish  brown  tinge.  [  Wightman  J.  Yon        1862. 
have  not  averred  that  the  oil  ought  not  to  have  snch  a       touii« 
quality.]     It  is  for  a  jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiffs      macba*. 
did  not  intend  to  represent  it  to  the  public  as  being  with- 
out that  quality.    [Blackburn  J.    Is  there  any  case  where 
an  action  has  been  maintained  for  slander,  written  or 
verbal,  of  goods,  unless  where  the  slander  is  of  the  title 
to  them,  and  special  damage  has  resulted?]     It  has 
always  been  thought  so  clear  that  such  actions  would 
lie  tiiat  the  point  has  never  been  disputed.     [^CocKbum 
C.  J.    The  answer  to  that  is  that  not  one  of  us  recollects 
such  an  action  in  the  course  of  his  experience.] 

Mlward,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  C!ourt. 

C!ocxBirBN  C.  J.  Our  judgment  must  be  for  the  d€f- 
fendant.  I  am  far  from  saying  that  if  a  man  falsely  and 
mahdoualy  makes  a  statement  disparaging  an  article 
which  another  manufactures  or  vends,  although  in  so 
doing  he  casts  no  imputation  on  his  personal  or  profes- 
sbnal  character,  and  thereby  causes  an  injury,  and 
special  damage  is  averred,  an  action  might  not  be  main- 
tained. For  although  none  of  us  are  familiar  with  such 
actions  still  we  can  see  that  a  most  grievous  wrong 
might  be  done  in  that  way,  and  it  ought  not  to  be 
without  remedy. 

But  then  comes  the  question  :  assuming  that  such  an 
action  would  lie,  does  this  declaration  allege  acts  to 
support  it  ?  All  that  appears  here  is  that,  falsely  and 
maliciously,  the  defendant  has  made  representations 
aad  instituted  a  comparison  between  the  plaintiffs'  oil 
and  that  of  some  one  else.  But  it  may  be  that  all  the 
fidsehood  consists  in  this,  that  the  defendant  has  alleged 

VOL.  iir.  T  B.  &  8. 
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1862.  what  is  true  of  the  plaintiffs'  oil,  and  what  is  ftlse  of 
TouNQ  *hat  of  some  other  man,  by  attributing  to  that  other 
Maobab.  nian's  oil  a  character  of  superiority  which  it  docs  not 
deserve.  If  the  declaration  had  averred  that  the  de- 
fendant falsely  represented  the  plaintiffs'  oil  to  be  an 
oil  of  a  brownish  tinge,  and  of  disagreeable  odooTi 
when  it  was  neither,  and  special  damage  resulted,  I  am 
&r  from  saying  it  would  not  be  a  libeL  But  it  may  be 
that  the  falsehood  here  consists  in  a  false  representation 
of  the  superior  quality  in  respect  of  colour  and  odour  of 
the  oil  which  the  defendant  adyertised.  This  action 
therefore  cannot  be  maintained. 

WiOHTMAN  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  although 
I  am  not  entirely  without  doubt.  What  is  here  complained 
of  was  a  comparison  between  the  oil  manufactured  bj 
the  plaintiffs  and  that  sold  by  the  defendant.  There  is 
no  statement  in  the  alleged  libel  that  the  article  sold  or 
manufactured  by  the  plaintifis  is  a  bad  article ;  it  is  only 
said  that  it  is  inferior  to  that  of  some  one  else ;  and  that 
is  consistent  with  the  plaintiffs'  article  being  in  itself  a 
very  good  article.  It  is  argued  that  special  damage  is 
alleged  in  the  declaration ;  but  the  special  damage  only 
arises  from  comparison, — for  the  defendant  merely  said 
that  there  was  another  person  whose  oil  was  of  a  superior 
quality  to  that  of  the  plaintiffs. 

Blackburn  J.  What  has  been  said  by  my  Lord 
Chief  Justice  and  my  brother  Wightman  are  sufficient 
for  the  decision  of  this  case.  My  own  impression  is 
that  where  there  is  a  written  depreciation  of  an  article, 
unless  it  is  a  slander  actionable  in  itself,  no  allegation  of 
special  damage  will  render  it  actionable,  except  in  the 
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case  of  slander  of  title.  But  there  may,  as  my  Lord  says, 
be  cases  where  there  is  a  scienter  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  who  has  made  statements  doing  mischief,  and 
calculated  to  do  it,  in  which  an  action  woidd  lie.  But 
even  if  that  were  otherwise  I  agree  that  this  action  will 
not  lie. 


1862. 


Yovsa 

V. 

Maceae. 


Edward  James  asked  for  leave  to  amend. 

CocKBUKN  C.  J.  You  can  hring  another  action,  and 
perhaps  get  another  professor  to  make  a  report  in  &yor 
of  your  oil. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


BuBLAHD  and  another  against  The  Local  Board  j^S^nth. 


of  Health  of  Kingston-upon-Hull. 

1.  The  Pablic  Health  Act,  1848,  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63.,  after  proTidinff 
fer  the  oonstitation  of  the  Greneral  Board  of  Health,  sect.  4-— 7 ;  and 
of  Local  Boards  of  Health,  sect.  12—33 ;  and  empowerinff  the  latter 
to  make  special,  sect.  86,  and  general  district  rates,  sect  87,  enacts,  by 
sect  89.  "The  Local  Board  of  Health  may  make  and  le^y  the  said 
special  and  general  district  rates,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  prospectiyely, 
in  order  to  raise  money  for  the  payment  of  future  charges  and  expenses, 
or  retrospectiTelT  in  order  to  raise  money  for  the  payment  of  charges 
and  expenses  which  ma^  have  been  incurred  at  any  time  within  six 
months  before  the  making  of  the  rate  &c."  The  Kingston-uvon-HuU 
ImproTement  Act,  1854,  17  &  18  Vict  c.  d.,  incorporates,  with  certain 
etceptions,  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63.  By  sect.  4  it  constitutes  the 
cotmcQ  of  the  borough  of  KingaUm-ttpon-HuU  the  Local  Board  of 
Health  for  that  place;  and  by  sect  131,  "any  rate  made  by  the 
L)cal  Board  for  any  of  the  purDOses  of  this  Act  may  be  made 
eiAer  wholly  prospectiyely,  or  wholly  retroCT)ectively,  or  partly  pros- 
pectiyely  and  partly  retroepectiyely,  and  if  for  defraying  liabilities 
incmred  before  the  passing  of  this  Act,  or  to  be  incunea  within  six 
months  before  the  making  of  the  rate  or  both :  Proyided  always,  that 
anj  rate  to  be  laid  for  defra;|ring  liabilities  incurred  before  the  passing  of 
this  Act  shall  be  lud  within  six  months  after  the  passing  of  this  Act" 
The  Local  Board  of  Health  for  Kingston^ttpon^HuB,  who,  in  order  to  defray 
the  expenses  on  certain  public  works  and  improyements  executed  by 
them,  had  leyied  a  priyate  improyement  rate,  within  the  meaning  of 
those  Acta,  upon  certain  occupiers,  discoyered,  after  the  rate  was  paid, 
that  it  had  been  made  and  the  money  paid  in  error.  After  the  expiration 
of  six  months  from  the  time  of  payment,  two  of  those  occupiers  sued  the 
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1  ogo  Boaid  to  recoyer  back  their  monej,  and  obtained  judgment  by  de£udt; 

^  and  finding  that  th  e  Board  had  not  any  funds  available  for  the  satiflfection 

Ytnn  t  A  M  n  ^  *^®  judgment,  claimed  a  mandamus  under  The  Common  Law  Procedure 

BCBLAUD  ^^^  jg^^  j^  ^  jg  y^^  ^  J25.  s.  68.,  to  compel  them  to  make  arate  for 

Local  Board  ^^  puiT»*®  •  Held,  that  as  the  six  months  limited  by  the  statutes  had 

of  Hf^nlth  nf  expired  they  were  not  entitled  to  it. 

HwuL  ^'  ^^*^^  whether,  if  the  six  months  had  not  expired,  the  judgment 
would  have  been  a  chuge  within  those  enactments? 

T^HE  dedaration  alleged  that  the  defendants  were  The 
Local  Board  of  Health  of  the  town  and  borough  of 
Kinystan-upon-Huttj  constituted  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  The  Public  Health 
Supplemental  Act,  1851,  No.  2,  and  The  Emffston-vpon 
Hull  ImproTement  Act,  1854,  some  or  one  of  them : 
that  in  or  about  the  year  1855  the  defendants  executed 
and  completed  certain  public  works  and  improyements 
at  Spring  Bank,  within  the  town  and  borough  of  King- 
ston-upon-Hullj   and  within  the  limits  of  their  juris- 
diction and    authority,  the    benefit  of  which  public 
works  and  improvements  had  been  enjoyed  by  the  rate- 
payers and  others,  inhabitants  of  the  said  town  and 
borough ;  that,  in  order  to  discharge  and  defiray  a  por- 
tion of  the  costs,  charges  and  expences  of  and  attendant 
upon  the  said  public  works  and  improvements,  the  defend- 
ants, in  or  about  the  month  of  October,  1865,  made  and 
levied  a  private  improvement  rate  within  the  meaning  of 
The  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  upon  divers  persons,  occu- 
piers of  premises  at  or  near  Spring  Bank,  and  the 
plaintiffs,  who  then  were  occupiers  of  premises  at  Spring 
Bank,  were  rated,  charged  and  assessed  in  the  said 
private  improvement  rate  at  the  sum  of  46iL  5s.  M. : 
that,  some  time  in  the  year  1856,  the  plaintiff  paid  to 
the  defendants  that  sum :  that,  after  such  payment  had 
been  made,  it  was  discovered  that  the  defendants  had 
made  and  levied  the  private  improvement  rate  upon  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  said  other  persona  in  error,  and  that 
that  oortion  of  the  costs,  charges  and  expences  which 
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the  rate  was  made  and  levied  to  defray  was  properly 
chargeable  upon  the  general  rates  leviable  by  the  de- 
fendants as  such  Local  Board  of  Health  as  aforesaid^ 
and  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  said  sum  of  46/.  5«.  6d. 
to  the  defendants  in  error  and  mistake :  that  thereupon 
the  plaintiffs  applied  to  the  defendants  to  repay  and 
return  to  them  the  sum  at  which  they  were  so  erro- 
neoQsly  rated^  and  which  they  had  so  paid  in  error  and 
mistake;  that  the  defendants^  upon  such  application, 
admitted  that  they  had  received  the  rate  of  the  plaintifb 
in  error  and  mistake^  and  under  the  supposition  that 
they  had  due  and  legal  power  and  authority  to  make 
the  said  private  improvement  rate,  and  that  they  were 
bound  to  repay  and  return  the  same  to  the  plainti£b, 
but  the  defendants  alleged  that  they  had  no  funds  in 
their  hands  available  for  the  purpose  of  repaying  and 
returning  the  said  rate,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  a  period 
of  more  than  six  months  had  elapsed,  as  the  fact  was, 
sinee  the  rate  had  been  paid  to  them  in  error  and 
mistake,  and  a  like  period  had  also  elapsed,  as  the  fact 
vas,  since  the  passing  of  The  Kingston-upon-HuU  Im- 
provement Act,  1854,  they  were  unable,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  provisions  of  The  Public  Health  Act, 
1848,  section  89,  and  The  Kingston-upon-Hull  Improve- 
ment Act,  1854,  section  131,  to  make  and  levy  a  rate 
for  the  purpose  of  defraying  their  said  liahility  to 
fte  plaintiffs.  It  then  stated  that,  on  the  23d  January ^ 
1862,  the  plaintiffs  commenced  an  action  against  the 
defendants  in  this  Court  to  recover  from  them  the  said 
sum  of  46/.  5s.  6el.  so  paid  in  error,  and  that,  on  the 
19th  FAruary  in  that  year,  by  the  final  judgment  of 
this  Court,  th^  recovered  the  said  sum  of  461.  55.  &d. 
from  and  against  the  defendants :  that  the  defendants 
had  not^  at  the  time  of  the  recovery  of  the  said  judg- 
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1862.       cases  as  the  present  by  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848, 

^BiRLAND      11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43.  8.  89.,  or  The  KinffHan-upan-HvIl 

LocarBoaid    Improvement  Act,  1854^  17  &  18  Viet,  e,  cL  «.  131., 

of  Health  of    which  Contains  similar  provisions.   The  rate  here  sought 

to  be  imposed  is  not  to  enable  the  Local  Board  of  Health 

to  carry  on  works,  but  to  enable  them  to  repay  a  sum 

of  money  which  they  have  received  by  mistake  of  law. 

[He  was  then  stopped.] 

Philbrick,  contriL — Actions  are  maintainable  against 
Local  Boards  of  Health,  under  the  11  &  12  VicL  e.  63., 
for  wrongs  which  are  not  the  subject  of  compensation 
under  sect.  144;  The  Southampton  and  Itehin  Bridge 
Company  v.  The  Southampton  Local  Board  of  Health  (a). 
Every  judgment  against  such  a  Board  is  a  chai^  for 
which  a  rate  may  be  made  by  them  within  that  Act ; 
ffdrd  V.  Lowndes  (ft),  Beff.  v.  T/te  Botherham  Local  Board 
of  Health  (c);  in  the  latter  of  which  it  was  held  that 
that  could  be  done  within  six  months  from  the  time 
when  execution  might  first  have  been  issued.  [Wiffht- 
man  J.  Yes  :  but  on  a  judgment  for  what  ?  Suppose  the 
expences  had  been  for  something  clearly  outside  the 
statute,  as,  for  instance,  if  the  Board  of  Health  had  com- 
mitted some  legal  wrong,  and  judgment  were  recovered 
against  them,  could  they  make  a  rate  for  that?]  It 
will  not  be  intended  that  public  oflScers,  especiaUy  gra- 
tuitous ones  like  a  Local  Board  of  Health,  will  commit 
a  breach  of  duty,  or  exceed  their  functions.  Besides, 
the  judgment  being  regular,  the  grounds  of  it  are  not 
examinable ;  the  cause  of  action  on  which  it  was  founded 
having  passed  in  rem  judicatam.    And,  if  they  even  were 

(a)  QE.^B.  801. 

(b)  IE,^E,940;  B&  on  error,  Id.  956. 
(r)  SK^S,  906. 
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examinable,  it  appears  here  that  the  whole  matter  arose 
out  of  a  bona  fide  mistake  by  all  parties,  not  of  law  but 
of  facty  and  that  the  ratepayers  have  received  the  benefit 
of  it  The  I  &  2  Vkt.  c.  110.  «.  13.  makes  judgments 
chaigCB  in  certain  cases.  [^BlaMum  J.  The  defend* 
snts  are  not  the  only  parties  concerned  here.  The 
practical  result  of  granting  a  mandamus  would  be  to 
affect  the  ratepayers,  who  would  thereby  become  liable 
to  reimburse  tins  money.]  The  Local  Board  of  Health 
is  a  representative  body  elected  by  the  ratepayers. 
[Blaehbum  J.  But  the  ratepayers  could  not  dispute 
the  judgment.]  They  might  if  it  was  obtained  by  col- 
lusion. [  Wightman  J.  Could  this  mandamus  have  been 
granted  in  the  original  action  ?  If  not,  why  should  it 
be  granted  now  ?]  It  could  not  have  been  granted  then, 
because,  at  that  time,  the  plaintiffs  sued  on  the  original 
considerBtion,  which  they  cannot  do  now. 


1862. 


BUBLAHD 
▼. 

Local  Board 

of  Health  of 

Hull. 


Croambe  having  waived  his  right  to  reply. 


CociLBUBN  C.  J.  Our  judgment  must  be  for  the 
defendants,  on  the  ground  that  this  is  not  a  charge 
within  sect.  89  of  The  Public  Health  Act,  11  &  12  Vict 
e.  63.  If  this  action  had  been  brought  within  the  six 
months  allowed  by  the  statute,  and  judgment  obtained 
afterwards.  Beg,  v.  The  Rotherham  Local  Board  of 
Health  {a)  would  apply ;  and  I  am  disposed  to  think 
that  then  the  charge  would  have  been  within  sect.  89, 
although  I  will  not  lay  that  down.  Suppose  the  money 
having  been  received  in  error  by  the  defendants,  under 
a  supposed  right,  and  applied  to  a  regular  purpose  within 
the  statute,  afterwards  became  a  debt  due  to  the  plainti£^ 

(a)  SKfB.  906. 


i 
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BURLAVD 
V. 

Local  Bond 

ofHeiUthof 

Huu. 


and  oonaequenily  a  charge ;  stilly  as  a  chai^,  if  it  was 
not  sought  to  be  enforced  within  six  months^  that  would 
be  too  remote.  Here  it  was  not  sought  to  be  enforced 
for  fiye  years.  I  protest  against  the  doctrine  that,  in 
order  to  get  the  benefit  of  any  judgment^  no  matter 
what,  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  is  to  be  invoked  to 
give  subsidiary  aid  by  mandamus.  The  Legislature  never 
intended  that  the  ratepayers  were  to  be  made  liable 
simply  because  the  Local  Board  submitted  to  judgment. 
If  so^  they  might  be  rendered  liable  after  the  lapse  of 
twenty,  thirty,  or  forty  years,  when  the  ratepayers  had 
been  altogether  changed. 


WioHTiCAN  J.  Unless  a  mandamus  lay  in  the  original 
action,  it  cannot,  under  the  circumstances  stated  on  the 
face  of  this  declaration,  be  claimed  now.  The  Local 
Board  of  Health[by  suffering  judgment  by  de&ult  would 
affect  a  different  class  of  ratepayers. 


Blackbxtrn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  On  the 
face  of  the  declaration  here  was  a  claim  for  money 
paid  in  1856  to  the  Local  Board  of  Health,  and  in 
1862  an  action  was  brought  against  them  for  money  re- 
ceived, in  which  judgment  went  by  default.  Before  I 
saw  these  dates,  I  thought  it  would  be  necessary  for  us 
to  decide  the  point  whether  that  ground  of  the  judg- 
ment could  be  questioned.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to 
decide  that  here^  for  when  it  appears  that  the  daim 
was  more  than  six  months  after  the  time  limited  by  the 
Act^  it  is  plain,  for  the  reasons  assigned  by  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  and  my  brother  Wiglttman^  that  the  effect 
of  a  mandamus  would  be  to  throw  the  charge  on  a 

(«)8£#2?.906.91d. 
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different  set  of  ratepayers.    In  Beg.  y.  The  Ratherham        1862. 
Local  Board  of  Health  (a)  Lord  CamjjbeU  says: — "The      Bublavo 
Local  Board  may  be  compelled  to  make  a  rate  for  the    LocaTsoaid 
purpose  of  satisfying  a  judgment  within  six  months    ^^^^^^ 
after  the  judgment  has  been  obtained.    They  may  make 
a  rate  to  pay  for  expences  within  six  months  after  they 
become  due;  if  an  action  is  brought  then,  but  judg- 
ment cannot  be  obtained  till  six  months  have  elapsed, 
it  cannot  be  that  the  creditor  would  be  depriyed  of  his 
remedy  by  the  delay.''    I  do  not  understand  that  to 
mean  that  any  judgment  obtained  against  parties  like 
the  present  can  be  enforced  at  any  time.    If  this  were 
an  application  for  a  prerogative  writ  of  mandamus,  the 
granting  of  which  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  Court, 
none  would  be  granted;  and,  although  this  claim  is 
nnder  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  .17  &  18 
Vkt.  e.  125.  «.  68.,  which  gives  the  right  to  daim  a 
mandamus  in  an  action,  still  we  should  be  influenced 
by  the  practice  under  the  prerogative  writ. 

MiLLOR  J.  When  a  party  claims  a  mandamus  in  an 
action,  he  must  shew  circumstances  that  would  induce 
tiie  Court  to  issue  the  prerogative  writ :  and  it  would  be  a 
Tery  strong  thing  to  say  that  we  should  issue  a  preroga- 
tive  writ  of  mandamus  under  circumstances  like  the 
present.  Beg.  v.  The  Botherham  Local  Board  of  Health  (a) 
is  quite  distinguishable ;  certainly  in  its  facts,  but  I 
think  also  in  the  doctrine  it  lays  down. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

(a)  8  £.  #  B.  906. 913. 
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1862. 


November  llih. 


Edwabds  and  another  against  Scabsbeook. 


Sale, 


Bankruptcy.  Where  an  act  of  bankniptcy,  tmder  24  &  25  Fiet.  c,  134.  e.  72.,  takes 

12  4"  13  Vict,  pl&ce  after  an  execution  iaeaed  against  tibie  party  and  a  Bozun  of  hia 

c  106  s  133  gpodBf  but  before  a  sale  takes  place  under  it,  me  execution  is  not  put  an 

24  4-  2b  Vict.  «»d  to  by  12  &  13  Vict.  e.  106.  *.  133. 
c.  134.  *.  72. 
Execution, 

^izure.  QPECIAL  case  under  The  Common  Law  Procedure 

Act,  1860,  23  &  24  Vict  c.  126.  s.  15. 
The  plaintiffs  were  the  creditors'  assignee  and  official 
assignee  respectively  of  one  Edward  Charles  Peagam,  a 
bankrupt  On  the  11th  July^  1861,  judgment  was 
obtained  by  the  defendant  in  an  action  brought  by  her 
against  Peagam  on  a  bond  debt.  On  the  21st  No- 
vember^ 1861,  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  was  issued  out  of  this 
Court  against  him  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant  on  that 
judgment,  and  endorsed  to  levy  82A  Wa.,  besides  sheriff's 
poundage,  officers'  fees,  costs  of  levying  and  all  other 
legal  incidental  ezpences,  and  1/.  3«.  8^.  for  costs  of 
execution  &c.,  and  was  levied  by  the  sheriff  of  Oxford- 
shire on  his  goods  at  Bicester.  On  the  25th  November^ 
1861,  Peagam  filed  a  declaration  of  insolvency  in  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy,  notice  of  which  filing  was,  after 
ten  o'clock  on  the  night  of  the  same  day,  served  on  the 
sheriff's  man  then  in  possession  of  the  goods  under  the 
writ,  and  on  the  auctioneer  employed  by  the  sheriff; 
and  on  the  26th  November^  1861^  a  similar  notice  was 
served  on  the  defendant  shortly  before  the  time  of  the 
sale.  On  the  26th  November^  1861,  the  goods  were 
sold  by  the  sheriff  under  the  writ  by  public  auction, 
duly  advertised.     On  the  29th  November^  the  bankrupt 
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filed  his  petition  in  bankraptcy,  and  his  affidavit  of  the  1862. 
trnih  thereof ^  and  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt  Copies  of  zdwamjm" 
the  petition  and  affidavit  of  the  bankrupt^  and  adjudi-  ^oAmmooK. 
cation,  and  of  the  declaration  of  insolvency,  accompanied 
the  case;  and  were  all  headed  ''The  Bankruptcy  Act, 
1861,"  and  purported  to  be  "  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy, 
London."  The  bankrupt  was,  at  the  times  above  men- 
tioned, a  non-trader.  By  an  order  of  MeUor  J.,  made 
on  the  8d  January^  1862,  in  the  action  at  the  suit  of 
the  defendant  against  Peagam^  upon  an  interpleader 
summons  tak^i  out  by  the  sheriff,  it  was  ordered, 
amongst  other  things,  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale, 
after  deducting  the  expences  thereof,  be  paid  into  Court 
in  tiiis  cause,  and  abide  further  order  therein.  And  the 
order  reserved  certain  questions  of  costs.  In  pursuance 
of  that  order,  the  sum  of  97/.  49.  \\d.  was  paid  by  the 
sheriff  into  Court,  which  was  not  more  than  enough  to 
aatisfy  the  said  sum  of  82/.  \\s,  and  the  other  matters 
indorsed  on  the  writ. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was. 
Whether  the  goods  were,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  the 
property  of  the  plaintifis  or  of  one  of  them,  as  against 
the  defendant. 

Luth  (C  E.  Pollock  with  him),  for  the  plaintiffs. — The 
act  of  bankruptcy  in  this  case  took  place  under  the  24  &  25 
Viet.  e.  134.  $.  72.,  which  re-enacts  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122. 
<•  22.,  extending  the  provisions  of  the  bankrupt  law  to 
non-traders.  The  execution  having  been  commenced  by 
seizure  without  being  perfected  by  sale  before  the  act 
of  bankruptcy,  is  not  rendered  valid  by  12  &  13  Vict. 
c.  106.  8s.  183,  184.  The  former  of  these  sections 
enacts,  ''That  all  payments  really  and  bona  fide  made 
by  any  bankrupt,  or  by  any  person  on  his  behalfy  before 
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Ig62.        date  of  the  fiat  or  the  filing  of  a  petition  for  adjndica- 
£,j^j^ng     tion  of  bankruptcy^  to  any  creditor  of  such  bankrupt, 
ScARSBRooK    ^^^  ^  paymcnti  really  and  bon&  fide  made  to  any 
bankrupt^  before  the  date  of  the  fiat  or  the  filing  of  sach 
petition,  and  all  conveyances  by  any  bankrupt  bona  fide 
made  and  executed  before  the  date  of  the  fiat  or  the 
filing  of  such  petition,  and  all  contracts,  dealings,  and 
transactions  by  and  with  any  bankrupt  really  and  boD& 
fide  made  and  entered  into  before  the  date  of  the  fiat 
or  the  filing  of  such  petition,  and  all  executions  and 
attachments  against  the  lands  and  tenements  of  any 
bankrupt  bona  fide  executed  by  seizure,  and  all  executionB 
and  attachments  against  the  goods  and  chatteb  of  any 
bankrupt  bona  fide  executed  and  levied  by  seizure  and 
sale  before  the  date  of  the  fiat  or  the  filing  of  such 
petition,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  valid,  notwithstanding 
any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  com- 
mitted, provided  the  person  so  dealing  with  or  paying 
to  or  being  paid  by  such  bankrupt,  or  at  whose  suit  or 
on  whose  account  such  execution  or  attachment  shall 
have  issued,  had  not  at  the  time  of  such  payment,  con- 
veyance, contract,  dealing,  or  transaction,  or  at  the  time 
of  so  executing  or  levying  such  execution  or  attach- 
ment, or  at  the  time  of  making  any  sale  thereunder, 
notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by  him  committed : 
Provided  also,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
deemed  or  taken  to  give  validity  to  any  payment  or 
to  any  delivery  or  transfer  of  any  goods  or  chatteb  made 
by  any  bankrupt,  being  a  fraudulent  preference  of  any 
creditor  of  such  bankrupt,  or  to  any  conveyance  or 
equitable  mortgage  made  or  given  by  any  bankrupt  by 
way  of  fraudulent  preference  of  any  creditor  of  such 
bankrupt,  or  to  any  execution  founded  on  a  judgment 
on  a  warrant  of  attorney  or  cognovit  actionem  or  Judge'a 
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order  obtained  by  consent  given  by  any  bankrupt  by  way  1862. 
of  frandulent  preference/'  And  the  latter:  "That  no  edwammT 
creditor  having  aecnrity  for  his  debt,  or  having  made  gc^iKooi. 
any  attachment  in  London  or  in  any  other  phice,  by 
Tirtae  of  any  custom  there  used,  of  the  goods  and 
diattek  of  the  bankrupt,  shall  receive  upon  any  such 
security  or  attachment  more  than  a  rateable  part  of 
sach  debt,  except  in  respect  of  any  execution  or  extent 
senred  and  levied  by  seizure  and  sale  upon  or  any  mort- 
gage of  or  lien  upon  any  part  of  the  property  of  such 
bankrupt  before  the  date  of  the  fiat  or  the  filing  of 
a  petition  for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy:  Provided 
always,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  deemed 
to  give  validity  to  any  warrant  of  attorney,  cognovit,  or 
consent  to  a  Judge's  order  declared  to  be  null  and  void 
by  any  provision  of  this  Act,  nor  to  give  validity  to  any 
judgment  entered  up  under  or  by  virtue  of  any  such 
warrant  of  attorney  or  consent,  or  to  any  execution  or 
extent  executed  or  levied  under  or  by  virtue  of  any  such 
warrant  of  attorney,  cognovit,  or  consent/'  These  sec- 
tions do  not  apply  except  where  the  execution  creditor 
bad  no  notice  of  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  previous 
statutes  differ  in  that  respect.  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  s.  81. 
enacts,  *'A11  conveyances  by,  and  all  contracts  and 
other  dealings  and  transactions  by  and  with  any  bank- 
rupt bona  fide  made  and  entered  into  more  than  two 
calendar  months  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the 
commission  against  him,  and  all  executions  and  attach- 
ments against  the  lands  and  tenements  or  goods  and. 
chattels  of  such  bankrupt,  bon&  fide  executed  or  levied 
more  than  two  calendar  months  before  the  issuing 
of  such  commission,  shall  be  valid,  notwithstanding 
Uif  prior    act    of    bankruptcy    by    him    committed;. 
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1862.  Provided  the  person  or  persons  so  dealing  with  such 
Edwakm  ^  bankmpt^  or  at  whose  suit  or  on  whose  account  such 
SciJwBxooK.  6^6<^tion  or  attachment  shall  have  issued^  had  not  at 
the  time  of  snch  conveyance^  contract,  dealing  or  trans- 
action^ or  at  the  time  of  executing  or  levying  such  execu- 
tion  or  attachmenty  notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy by  him  committed :  Provided  also»  that  where  a 
commission  has  been  superseded^  if  any  other  commis- 
sion shall  issue  against  any  person  or  persons  comprised 
in  such  first  commission,  within  two  calendar  mcmths 
next  after  it  shall  have  been  superseded^  no  such  con- 
veyance^ contract,  dealing  or  transaction,  execution  or 
attachment,  shall  be  valid,  imless  made,  entered  into, 
executed  or  levied  more  than  two  calendar  months  before 
the  issuing  of  the  first  commission.'' 

And  by  2  &  3  Vict  e.  29.  s.  1. :  "All  contracts,  deal- 
ings, and  transactions  by  and  with  any  bankrupt  really 
and  bon&  fide  made  and  entered  into  before  the  date 
and  issuing  of  the  fiat  against  him,  and  all  executions 
and  attachments  against  the  lands  and  tenements,  or 
goods  and  chattels  of  such  bankrupt,  bon&  fide  executed 
or  levied  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  fiat,  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  valid,  notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of 
bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  committed ;  provided  the 
person  or  persons  so  dealing  with  such  bankrupt,  or  at 
whose  suit  or  on  whose  account  such  execution  or 
attachment  shall  have  issued,  had  not  at  the  time  of 
such  contract,  dealing,  or  transaction,  or  at  the  time  of 
executing  or  levying  such  execution  or  attachment, 
notice  of  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by  him  committed; 
provided  also,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be 
deemed  or  taken  to  give  validity  to  any  payment  made 
.  by  any  bankrupt,  being  a  fraudulent  preference  of  any 
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creditor  or  creditors  of  such  bankrupt^  or  to  any  execu-        1862. 
tion  founded  on  a  judgment  on  a  warrant  of  attorney      edwabm 
or  cognovit  given  by  any  bankrupt  by  way  of  such  g      ^' 
fraudulent  preference/' 

Stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  e.  106.  repeals  these  statutes,  and 
sect.  133  omits  the  words  '^at  the  time  of  executing 
or  levying  such  execution  or  attachment,''  and  requires 
"sale"  as  well  as  " seizure"  to  protect  the  creditor. 

Sect  138  must  be  read  as  engrafted  on  sect.  184; 
and,  taken  together,  they  shew  that  the  object  of  the 
statute  was  to  invalidate  all  executions  not  completed. 
The  tenn  ''prior  act  of  bankruptcy,"  in  sect.  133, 
means  prior  to  contracts,  dealings,  &c.  with  the  bank- 
nipt.  Under  the  old  law,  a  sheriff  was  liable  for  taking 
goods  in  execution  if  an  act  of  bankruptcy  was  after- 
waids  committed.  Hooper  v.  Lane  (a);  and  the  object 
of  the  statute  was  to  lessen  the  immunity  given  by 
previous  ones  to  the  execution  creditor.  [He  dted 
Button  V.  Cooper  (J).] 

Mellithf  who  appeared  for  the  defendant,  was  stopped 
by  the  Court 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  This  case  is  dear.  It  turns  on 
sect  133  of  Stat  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106.  I  think  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  law  prior  to  that  statute  was 
thus.  Originally  execution  was  not  annihilated  by  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  posterior  to  its  date,  though  prior  to  a 
sale  under  it;  but  an  execution,  though  bonft  fide,  was 
annihilated  by  an  act  of  bankruptcy  prior  to  the  issuing 
of  the  writ.  Then  came  certain  statutes  which  gave 
protection  to  execution  creditors  against  prior  acts  of 

(a)  6  K  L.  Cat.  443.  (b)  QExeh,  159. 

VOU  III.  U  B.   &  S. 
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1862.       bankruptcy.    Stat  6  6.  4  c.  16.  «.  81.  gave  protection 
Edwards     *^  executions  bona  fide  executed  or  levied  which  were 
prior^  by  two  calendar  months^  to  the  issuing  of  the 
commission.    Next  came  stat  2  &  3  Vict  c.  29.9  bringing 
the  protection  down  to  the  time  of  execution ;  that  Act 
says  that  no  execution  shall  be  rendered  invalid  which 
has  been  bonft  fide  executed  or  levied  before  the  issuing 
of  the  fiat.     Then  the  subsequent  Act,  12  &  13  Viet 
c.  106.  s.  133.,  on  which  Mr.  Lu$h  relies,  introduces  a 
further  condition,  that  the  issuing  of  the  execution  ah&ll 
be  followed  "  by  seizure  and  sale.''    That  still  refers  to 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  prior  to  the  execution,  and  leaves 
the  law  as  to  acts  of  bankruptcy  posterior  to  the  execu- 
tion as  it  was  before.    The  question  is  therefore  totally 
untouched  by  stat  12  &  13  Vici.  c.  106.,  and  as  Mr. 
Lushf  in  order  to  invalidate  this  execution,  is  compelled 
to  rest  his  argument  on  the  construction  of  a  section  of 
that  statute,  and  has  failed,  there  is  an  end  of  the  case. 

"WioHTMAN  J.  I  agree  in  the  construction  that  has 
been  put  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  on  the  statute 
12  &  18  FicL  c.  106.  s.  138.  y 

Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  true  construction  of  sect  133 
of  stat  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106.  is  as  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
says;  t.  e.,  where  there  is  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  the 
execution  shall  be  protected,  provided  there  was  no 
notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  which  shall  have  the 
same  efiect  as  acts  of  bankruptcy  had  previously.  But 
then  they  are  not  to  have  more  effect  there  than  they  pre- 
viously had :  there  are  no  words  for  that  purpose.  The 
effect  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  intervening  between  the 
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seizure  and  sale  I  do  not  remember,  but  my  brotben        1352. 
state  it,  and  Mr.  Lush  admits  it. 


Mbllor  J.  All  tbese  statutes  endeavour  to  place 
some  limitation  on  tbe  effect  of  tbe  decision  of  tbe 
Exch.  Chamber  in  Balme  v.  Huttan  {a),  the  principle  of 
which  was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Garland 
T.  Carlisle  (b).  They  all  require  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
before  the  execution,  and  not  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
intervening  between  the  execution  and  sale. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(a)9J?tjy.471;  SMoo,^8.h  {b)  4aiF.G9S, 


Edwards 

T. 
SOAEBBBOOK. 


MuBRAY  and  another  against  Arnold.  ^bw&25th 

1.  After  issae  had  been  Joined  and  notice  of  trial  given  in  an  action  ^ofi^  paid 
<A  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  defendant  obtained  a  Judge's  order  for  a  com-  ^^^^  Court, 
msdtm  to  examine  witneasee  abroad,  on  payment  into  Court  of  a  portion  Sankruptcu* 
of  the  pIainti£rB  daim.    The  money  was  paid  in  accordingly,  but  the  ^2  &  l3}^ct 
comsussion  was  not  acted  on.     Tne  defendant  having  subsequently  ^^  jq^^  ^^  jg^] 
become  bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  appointed,  the  plaintiff  obtained  Security  for 
We  to  proceed  with  the  action,  which  was  tried,  and  the  defendant  not  ^^^^    ^ 
tppearinff,  a  reidiet  was  giren  for  the  plaintiff:  held,  that  the  plaintiff  ]j^^ 

vw  eatiUed  to  the  money  which  had  been  paid  into  Court,  and  that  he 
vas  Qot  deprived  of  this  right  by  The  Bankrupt  Act,  12  &  13  Vict,  c.  106. 
*•  184. 

2.  SemNef  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  the  position  of  a  creditor 
"haring  security  for  his  debt"  within  that  section:  dubitante  Black- 
ing J. 

T^HIS  was  an  action  by  the  drawers  against  the 
acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  for  151/.  7s.  6d. 
On  the  14th  Aprils  1862,  after  notice  of  trial  had  been 
given,  the  defendant  obtained  a  Judge's  order,  directing 
tbat,  on  payment  into  Court  of  100/1,  a  commission 
^uld  issue  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  at  Bombay^ 
V  2 


Armold. 
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1862.  and  iii  the  meantime  all  proceedings  should  be  stayed. 
MuRRAT  Th®  money  was  paid  into  Cotirt  accordingly,  but  the 
commission  was  not  acted  on.  On  the  24th  July^  the 
defendant  was  adjudicated  bankrupt,  and  assignees  were 
appointed,  but  he  never  surrendered.  On  the  28th  Jubf^ 
the  plaintiffs  obtained  leave  to  proceed  with  the  sction^ 
which  was  tried  at  the  Summer  Assises  at  iMerpooi, 
and,  the  defendant  not  appearing,  a  yerdict  was  given 
for  the  plaintiffs. 

Under  these  circumstances,  summonses  havii^  been 
taken  out  by  the  plaintiffs  and  by  the  creditors'  assignee 
to  have  the  money  paid  out  of  Court  to  them  respectively, 
both  came  on  together  before  Blackburn  J.,  on  14th 
November ;  who,  on  the  first  summons,  made  an  order 
that  the  sum  paid  into  Court  be  paid  out  of  Court  to 
the  plaintiffis'  agent  in  a  week,  unless  in  the  meantime  a 
rule  were  obtained  to  set  aside  that  order,  the  assignee 
to  have  leave  to  go  to  the  Court.  The  second  summons 
was  indorsed  "  No  order,  with  leave  to  go  to  the  Court" 

R.  E.  Turner,  in  this  Term  (Nov.  21st),  obtained  a  rule 
to  set  aside  the  order,  and  that  the  money  be  paid  out 
to  the  assignee. 

Charles  Russell  shewed  cause. — The  plaintiffs  are 
entitied  to  have  this  money  paid  out  to  them,  they 
having  a  lien  upon  it  within  the  exception  in  stat 
12  &  13  Fict.  c.  106.  s.  184,  which  enacts,  "No 
creditor  having  security  for  his  debt,  or  having  made 
any  attachment  in  London  or  in  any  other  place,  by 
virtue  of  any  custom  there  used,  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  bankrupt,  shall  receive  upon  any  such 
security  or  attachment  more  than  a  rateable  part  of  such 
debt,  except  in  respect  of  any  execution  or  extent  served 


▼. 
Aknolo. 
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and  levied  hy  aeizure  and  sale  upon  or  any  mortgage  1962. 
of  or  lien  npon  any  part  of  the  property  of  such  bank-  uvntixr 
rapt  before  the  date  of  the  fiat  or  the  filing  of  a  petition 
for  adjudication  of  bankraptcy :  provided  always^  that 
nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  deemed  to  give  validity 
to  any  warrant  of  Momey,  cognovit^  or  consent  to  a 
lodge's  order  declared  to  be  null  and  void  by  any  pro- 
visicMi  of  this  Act,  nor  to  give  validity  to  any  judgment 
entered  up  under  or  by  virtue  of  any  such  warrant  of 
attorney  or  consent^  or  to  any  execution  or  extent  exe- 
cnted  or  levied  under  or  by  virtue  of  any  such  warrant 
of  attorney,  cognovit,  or  oonsenf 

Habnet  v*  7\iiian,isx  this  Court  (a),  and  Tilbury  v.  Brown, 
before  Crcmpton  3.  in  the  Bail  Court  (b),  may  be  relied  on 
by  the  other  aide ;  but  those  cases  only  shew  that  an  order 
under  the  garnishee  clauses  of  The  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act,  1854, 17  &  18  Vict  c.  125.,  is  not  equivalent 
to  a  lien  under  this  section.  Here  was  what  was  equiva- 
lent to  payment,  namely,  the  depositing  the  money  in 
Court,  which  is  the  same  as  handing  it  over  to  a  stake- 
holder. Siead  v.  Speigelberg  (c)  seems  an  authority  against 
the  drfoidant.  At  the  time  when  the  original  order  was 
made,  the  plainti£Es  were  entitled  to  try  the  cause ;  and 
that  order  compeUed  them  to  forego  their  right  in  con- 
aderatkm  of  the  defendant  paying  the  money  into  Court. 
[ff^himan  J.  Ferrall  v.  Alexander  (d)  seems  an  autho- 
rity that  money  paid  into  Court,  under  stat.  7  &  8  G.  4. 
c  71.  I.  2.,  to  abide  the  event  of  a  suit,  is  not  payment 
to  a  creditor  within  the  protection  of  stat.  6  O.  4.  c.  16. 
jl82.] 

(a)  6-E#-B.66.  (6)  SOL.  J.  Q.B,4e. 

(c)  10  W.  S.  46.  (rf)  1  2>owL  P.  C  132. 
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1862.  M^ish  and  R.  E.  Turner,  in  sapport  of  the  role.— 

lIvBEAT      On  the  true  constniction  of  this  section  the  assignees  of 
Akxold.      ^^  defendant  are  entitled  to  the  money  in  Court  At  the 
time  of  the  defendant's  bankruptcy  the  action  was  unde- 
cided, but  this  money  was  specifically  appropriated  to 
abide  the  events  the  Court  being  a  mere  stakeholder  or 
trustee.    Under  such  circumstances  it  cannot  be  said 
that  the  plaintifb  were  in  the  position  of  creditors  having 
''security''  for  their  debt.      [Blackhum  J.     I  think 
FerraU  ▼.  Alexander  (a)  is  rather  against  you.]    That 
case  was  decided  under  the  preyious  Bankrupt  Act, 
6  €r.  4.  c.  16.  8. 108.,  the  language  of  which  differs  from 
Stat  12  &  IS  Ftc«.  c.  106.  «.  184.,  and  enacts,  ''  No 
creditor  haying  security  for  his  debt,  or  haying  made 
any  attachment  in  Lcfndanj  or  any  other  place,  by  yirtne 
of  any  custom  there  used,  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
the  bankrupt,  shall  receiye  upon  any  such  security  or 
attachment  more  than  a  rateable  part  of  such  debt, 
except  in  respect  of  any  execution  or  extent  served  and 
levied,  by  seizure  upon,  or  any  mortgage  of  or  lien  upon 
any  part  of  the  property  of  such  bankrupt  before  the 
bankruptcy :  Provided  that  no  creditor,  though  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  who  shall  sue  out  execution  upon 
any  judgment  obtained  by  default,  confession  or  nil 
didt,  shall  avail  himself  of  such  execution  to  the  pre- 
judice of  other  fiiir  creditors,  but  shall  be  paid  rateably 
with  such  creditors."    Here  the  money  was  in  Court 
to  abide  an  event  not  decided  when  the  adjudication  of 
bankruptcy  took  place. 

But  whether  the  plaintifis  had  "  a  lien  upon  any  part 
of  the  property"  of  the  bankrupt  within  the  exception  in 

(a)  1  DowL  P.  a  132. 
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12  k  13  Vict  c.  106.  s.  184.  is  a  more  difficult  question.  1862. 
If  lien*'  is  to  be  construed  as  synonymous  with  "seen-  Mvrbat 
rity/'  it  amounts  to  nothing.  [Blackburn  3.  Is  that  aeiiold. 
quite  certain  ?  Attachments,  executions,  &&,  mentioned 
in  the  section,  are  securities.]  "  Lien''  means  legal  Hen. 
Although  Holmes  v.  Tuttan  (a)  is  not  in  point  as  to  its 
fiujts,  the  judgment  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the  defendant. 
Lord  Campbell  there  says,  p.  79,  "  It  was  suggested  that 
the  word  '  lien'  and  the  word  '  bind'  really  express  the 
same  idea,  and  that,  though  at  law,  in  strictness,  the 
word  'lien'  denotes  a  possession  by  the  party  claiming 
&e  hen,  yet  that  an  equitable  lien  may  well  be  said  to 
exist  on  a  debt,  and  that  the  service  of  the  order  operates 
as  an  equitable  assignment  or  conveyance  of  the  debt. 
Ab  the  creditor  seems  to  us  clearly  to  have  a  security 
within  sect.  1S4,  it  should  be  made  out  affirmatively 
that  the  present  is  the  case  of  a  lien,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  clause.  We  are  not  satisfied  that  iiu  *  *  *." 
Pp.  80,  81 :  ''In  the  case  of  a  mortgage  or  equitable 
assignment  or  lien  there  is  a  property  in  the  party; 
and  it  is  to  such  cases  we  think  that  the  exception 
appHes,  and  not  to  cases  where  a  right  is  given  to  realize 
property  seized  under  the  new  machinery  introduced  by 
the  recent  Act  for  enforcing  a  judgment,  which,  though 
not  requiring  the  intervention  of  the  sheriff,  is  in  truth 
a  mere  statutory  compulsory  execution.  We  think  that 
the  exception  as  to  mortgages  and  liens  in  sect  184  of 
The  Bankrupt  Act  referred  to  cases  in  the  nature  of 
mortgages  or  liens  by  some  conveyance,  or  contract,  or 
oonise  of  dealing,  which  is  the  same  as  contract,  where 
some  property  is  in  the  thing  passed,  and,  at  all  events, 
that  the  word  'lien'  referred  to  something  different 
(a)  bR^B.  65. 


T. 
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1862.  froni  the  binding  of  the  goods  by  delivery  of  the  writ 
U^i^Y  to  the  sheriff^  or  by  the  seizure  of  bills  or  notes  giving 
a  security  under  stat  1  &  2  Vict,  e.  lia  $.  12.,  or  by 
the  debt  being  bound  by  the  service  of  the  order  under 
the  recent  Procedure  Act*^  In  the  present  case  there 
was  nothing  in  the  nature  of  a  contract  between  the 
parties.  [Cochbum  C.  J.  Suppose  the  money  had  been 
paid  into  Court  as  security  for  costs  ?]  In  that  case  th^re 
could  have  been  no  debt  [Wightman  J.  Suppose  the 
action  had  been  for  a  tort?]  Then  the  case  would  not 
have  come  within  the  section.  Stead  v.  Speigelberg  {a) 
is  inapplicable  [Wightman  J.  Have  you  seen  the  case  of 
Hichens  and  others  v.  Congreve  (&)  ?]  That  case  was  diffe- 
rent. There  Shadwell  V.  C.  says,  p.  429,  "  With  respect 
to  the  defendant  Dunstan^  it  was  said  that  it  was  only  a 
case  of  assumpsit,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  right 
to  what  has  been  paid  into  Court,  in  respect  of  the  share 
of  the  15,0002.  which  he  received.  I  admit  that,  if  there 
had  been  no  order  made  for  paying  the  money  into 
Court,  the  plaintiffs  wopld  now  have  established,  for  the 
first  time,  a  demand  against  him ;  and  the  result  of  this 
suit  would  have  been  merely  to  give,  to  the  plaintifib,  a 
right  to  prove  against  DunsUm^s  estate.  But  when,  in 
the  progress  of  the  cause,  and  during  the  solvency  of 
Dunston,  the  Court  has  ordered  the  money,  which  is 
the  subject  of  dispute,  to  be  paid  into  Court,  my  opinion 
is  that  the  Court  cannot  hold  that  the  money  was  paid 
in,  by  way  of  security  merely,  and  is  now  to  be  returned, 
and  that  the  plaintifSs  have  only  a  right  to  prove  against 
Dunston'%  estate :  but  I  think  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
entitled  to  take  the  fund  as  the  specific  thing  to  which 
they  are  entitled.*' 

(a)  10  W.  R.  46.  (i^)  4  Sim,  420. 
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CocKBVBN  C.  J.  This  rule  must  be  discharged.  The  1862. 
amount  in  question  is  a  sum  of  money  paid  into  Conrt  np^y^^^ 
under  a  Judge's  order  as  the  consideration  for  which  abhold 
the  defendant  obtained  leave  to  issue  a  commission  to 
take  evidenoe  abroad,  the  stun  being  to  abide  the  event 
of  the  suit.  The  suit  has  come  to  its  termination  by  a 
terdict  for  the  plaintifi.  The  assignees  of  the  defend- 
ant^ who  in  the  meantime  became  bankrupt,  claim  under 
sect.  184  of  the  12  &  18  VicL  c.  106.,  which  provides 
that  creditors  having  security  for  their  debts  against  a 
person  who  becomes  bankrupt,  shall,  upon  such  security, 
take  only  their  share  or  rateable  proportion  of  the  bank- 
rupt's estata  Now  if  the  expression  "  security  for  his 
ieW*  applies  here,  the  assignees  are  entitled  to  the 
money,  and  the  plaintiffs  can  only  have  a  rateable  pro- 
portion of  their  debt. 

I  think  sect  184  does  not  apply  here.  What  was 
meant  there  was,  that  a  creditor  having  security  for  the 
recognised  debt  of  a  man  who  has  become  bankrupt 
shall  not  avail  himself  of  it  to  the  injury  of  that 
man's  other  creditors.  Here  was  no  debt  existing  and 
ascertained  within  the  meaning  of  the  section,  at  least 
none  for  which  this  money  was  paid  in  as  security.  It 
▼as  paid  in,  not  for  an  admitted  debt,  for  that  was 
in  course  of  litigation,  but  to  abide  the  event  of  the 
snit,  and  as  a  security  against  the  eventual  judgment 
in  it;  and  until  then  there  was  no  recognised  debt  be* 
tween  the  parties.  I  arrive  at  that  conclusion  thus. 
Suppose  instead  of  recovering  the  fiill  amount  of  their 
claim,  the  plaintifi  recovered  only  a  small  portion,  but 
their  costs  were  sufficient  to  overtop  the  sum  paid  into 
Conrt,  there  the  amount  paid  in  would  be  a  security 
not  merely  for  the  amount  recovered  as  debt,  but  as  casti. 
That  satisfies  me  that  this  is  not  payment  as  security 
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1862.        for  a  debt,  but  security  for  the  eyentual  judgment  of  the 
jIuj^^Y      Court  at  the  doae  of  the  action,  whidi  would  indude 

Abhold       ^^^  *®^*  *^^  costs. 

This  is  dearly  distinguishable  from  the  garnishee 
cases,  where  there  is  a  dear  ascertained  debt,  for  which 
the  creditor  has  got  his  judgment,  and  he  arrests  in  the 
hands  of  the  garnishee  a  debt  due  from  the  judgment 
creditor. 

I  do  not  think  the  term  "security''  in  the  statute 
was  intended  to  apply  to  such  a  case  as  the  present, 
and  it  would  not  be  consistent  with  what  is  fair  and 
right  between  these  parties  if  we  should  hold  it  did, 
unless  there  were  something  in  the  statute  compelling 
us  to  come  to  that  condusion.  But  it  is  enough  to  say 
that  sect.  184  does  not  apply. 

WioHTMAN  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is 
not  a  security  for  a  debt  within  12  &  13  Vtci.  e.  106. 
s.  184.  This  money,  which  was  paid  into  Court  under 
a  Judge's  order,  was  not  paid  in  in  the  nature  of  a 
security  for  an  ascertained  debt^  but  to  abide  the  event 
of  the  suit;  and  a  Judge's  order  might  have  been 
obtained  much  in  the  same  form  as  the  present  if  the 
action  had  been,  not  to  recover  money  in  the  nature  of 
a  debt,  but  for  general  damages.  The  statute  meant  to 
apply  to  cases  where  there  is  a  security  for  an  ascer- 
tained debt :  this  case  is  very  different ;  for  the  money 
paid  in  here  would  include  within  it  the  costs,  however 
small  the  sum  due  to  the  plaintiffs  might  be.  The  case 
differs  very  much  frt)m  that  of  a  garnishee. 

Blackburn  J.  Money  which  before  his  bankruptcy 
bdonged  to  the  bankrupt  was  here  paid  into  Court  by 
him  to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit,  otherwise  the  Judge 
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would  not  hare  consented  to  make  tlie  original  order.  i8Q2. 
While  the  defendant  was  still  sui  juris,  he  paid  the  money  Muullt 
into  Court,  and  it  was  held  by  the  officer  of  the  Court  on  aekola 
those  terms.  The  money  was  clogged  with  a  trust,  and 
the  plaintifEs  have  an  equitable  right  to  it  on  compliance 
with  the  terms  on  which  it  was  paid  in.  This  arrange- 
ment would,  I  think,  be  binding  on  the  bankrupt  who  paid 
in  the  money,  and  also  on  his  assignees,  if  there  were 
not  a  statute  enacting  that  it  should  not  be  binding 
on  them.  That  brings  us  to  sect.  184.  I  am  fiar  firom 
saying  that  I  should  quite  agree  with  my  Lord  and  my 
brother  WiglUman  in  holding  that  this  case  is  not  that 
of  a  "creditor  having  security  for  his  debt*'  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106.  s.  184. 
Bat  the  important  question  is,  was  this  a  "Uen''  within 
the  meaning  of  the  exception  in  that  section?  I  agree 
with  all  that  is  said  in  the  judgment  in  Holmes  v.  Tut- 
fim  (a).  There  it  is  pointed  out  that  where  a  sheriff  has 
seized  goods,  or  there  is  a  garnishee  order  or  an  attach- 
ment, it  is  to  be  considered  merely  as  binding  the  goods. 
Bat  the  money  here,  when  paid  in,  was  a  lien  by  contract 
within  the  meaning  of  that  case,  and,  if  so,  is  within  the 
exception  in  sect.  184. 

Perhaps  I  might  agree  in  giving  judgment  for  the 
plainti&  on  the  other  ground  also ;  but  I  prefer  resting 
my  judgment  on  this. 

Mellor  J.  This  money  was  specifically  appropriated 
by  the  bankrupt  before  his  bankruptcy  in  consideration 
of  what  he  supposed  to  be  an  advantage,  u  e,,  a  commis- 
sbn  to  examine  witnesses.  The  Judge  imposed  a  con- 
dition that  he  should  pay  money  into  Court  to  be  handed 
to  the  plaintiffs  if  the  suit  ended  favourably  for  them, 
(tf)  5£L#S.65. 
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MUSRAT 

▼. 

Arnold. 


This  therefore  is  not  a  security  within  the  meaning  of  this 
statute,  but  is  either  in  the  natare  of  a  lien,  or  a  specific 
appropriation  of  money  dependent  on  the  event  of  the 
suit. 


C  Ru$$eU  applied  for  costs. 

Blackburn  J.    I  encouraged  this  appeal. 

CocKBUEN  C.  J.     It  was  a  fair  case  for  discussion. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 


Monday^ 
November2Mx, 

Bankruptcy, 
24  #•  2b  VU, 
c.  134. 
Jurisdiction 
of  County 
Courts. 
Petition  in 
formA  pau' 
peris. 


Ex  parte  Coombs,  a  Bankrupt. 

1.  After  the  pasBing  of  the  statute  24  &;  25  Vict.  e.  134.,  to  amend  the 
law  of  bankrapU^  and  insolvency,  a  person  resident  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  i.  District  Court  of  Baiumiptcy,  being  in  gaol  at  C  oat  of 
that  district,  petitioned  in  formi  pauperis  under  sect  98  for  adiudicatioD 
of  bankruptcy  against  himself^  his  debts  exceeding  300/.  The  Judge 
of  the  County  Court  at  C.  (called  for  distinction  the  Gaol  County  Court) 
adjudicated  him  bankrupt,  and  made  an  order  under  sect.  94  to  transfer 
the  proceedings  to  the  County  Court  of  8.,  the  distriet  in  which  he  bad 
resided  for  six  calendar  months  before  filing  his  petition  (called  for 
distinction  the  Home  County  Court.)  The  Judge  of  that  Court  hsTinff 
refused  to  adjudicate,  as  the  debts  c^  the  bankrupt  exceeded  30021 :  held 
that  he  was  right,  as  that  Court  had  no  jurisdiction. 

2.  Quaret  whether  the  petition  ought  to  have  been  presented  to  the 
District  Court  of  Bfimkrupt^  at  B.  :  and,  if  not,  what  proceedings  ought 
to  have  been  taken  after  the  a4Jadication  in  bankruptcy  by  tne  Gcol 
County  Court? 

ZT  S.  GIFFARD  obtained  a  rule  in  this  Term  (iWw. 

4th)^  calling  on  the  judge  of  the  Ck>unt7  Court  of 

Olamorganshire,  holden  at  Swansea,  to  shevr  canse  wfaj  he 

should  not  hear  and  adjudicate  upon  the  case  of  Charles 

William  Coombs  in  the  matter  of  his  bankruptcy. 

The  proceedings  in  the  present  case  took  place  after 


XXVL  VICTORIA.  297 

the  paasiog  of  stat.  24  &  26  Viet  c.  184,  to  nmeaA  the  1862. 
law  of  bankraptqr  and  insolyency.  Charles  WUUam  £z  parte 
Oxmbs  resided  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bristol  ^^*'■•• 
District  Court  of  Bankruptcy;  but,  on  the  20th  May, 
1862,  being  in  gaol  at  Cardiff^  out  of  that  district,  he 
filed  a  petition  for  adjudication  <tf  bankruptcy  against 
himself;  his  debts  exceeding  8002.  This  petition  was 
filed  in  forma  pauperis,  the  petitioner  having  previously 
made  affidavit  that  he  had  not  the  means  of  paying  the 
fees  and  ezpences  usually  payable  in  respect  of  such  a 
petition.  On  this  petition  he  was  brought  before  the 
Connty  Court  of  Olamorffanshire,  holden  at  Cardiff,  the 
judge  of  which,  on  the  28d  May,  adjudicated  him  bank- 
rapt,  and  made  an  order  under  sect.  94  of  the  statute 
that  Uie  proceedings  should  be  transferred  to  the  County 
Court  of  Glamaryanshire,  holden  at  Swansea,  being  the 
County  Court  of  the  district  in  which  the  petitioner  had 
resided  for  six  months  next  before  filing  his  petition* 
On  the  7th  August,  1862,  the  bankrupt  was  taken  before 
duKt  judge,  who  refused  to  adjudicate,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  no  jurisdiction  as  the  debts  of  the  bankrupt 
exceeded  30M1 

The  proceedings  were  accordingly  returned  to  the 
County  Court  at  Cardiff,  but  the  judge  refused  either 
to  deal  with  the  case  himself,  or  annul  the  adjudication, 
or  grant  protection  to  the  bankrupt 

It  appeared  that  for  the  purposes  of  distinction  the 
expression  ''  Gaol  Coimty  Court'*  is  used  to  designate 
the  County  Court  of  the  district  in  which  the  debtor  is 
confined,  and  '*  Home  County  Courf'  to  designate  that 
of  the  district  which  the  debtor,  if  not  in  custody,  would 
be  required  to  petition. 

Horace  Lloyd  shewed  cause. — The  question  in  this 
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1862.  case  depends  on  the  constraction  of  several  sectioiii  in 
Ex  parte  stat.  24  &  25  Vid.  c.  184.,  to  amend  the  law  of  bank- 
ruptcy and  insolvency,  on  which  the  County  Court  judges 
for  Cardiff  and  Swansea,  as  well  as  some  other  County 
Court  judges,  differ  in  opinion. 

In  that  statute,  under  the  heading  ^'  As  to  petitions 
for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  and  the  proceedings  there- 
upon,''  come  the  86th,  88th  and  94th  sections. 

Sect  86  enacts.  ''Any  debtor  may  petition  for  adju- 
dication of  bankruptcy  against  himself,  and  the  filing  of 
such  petition  shall  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  without 
any  previous  declaration  of  insolvency  by  such  debtor.^' 

Sect  88.  *'  Every  petition  for  adjudication  of  bank- 
ruptcy, except  as  hereinafter  provided,  shall  be  filed  and 
prosecuted  in  the  Court  of  bankruptcy  within  the  dis- 
trict of  which  such  debtor  shall  have  resided  or  carried 
on  business  for  the  six  months  next  immediately  pre- 
ceding the  time  of  filing  such  petition,  or  for  the  longest 
period  during  such  six  months  &c.'' 

Sect.  94.  "Where  a  debtor  petitions  for  adjudication 
against  himself,  and  knows  or  verily  believes  the  debts 
justly  due  and  proveable  under  the  bankruptcy  to  amount 
in  the  whole  to  a  sum  not  exceeding  800/.,  such  feet 
shall  be  stated  on  oath,  and  if  he  be  resident  within  the 
metropolitan  district  as  herein  defined,  he  shall  file  his 
petition  in  the  London  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  where 
such  debts  shall  not  exceed  800/.,  and  the  debtor  shall 
not  be  resident  in  the  metropolitan  district,  he  shall 
file  his  petition  in  the  County  CourtTfor  the  district 
in  which  he  shall  have  resided  for  the  six  months  next 
before  the  filing  of  his  petition,  or  for  the  longest  period 
during  those  six  months,  unless  he  is  in  custody,  and 
then  in  the  County  Court  for  the  district  in  which  he  is 
in  custody;  but  such  Court,  if  it  make  adjudication. 


XXVL   VICTORIA.  299 

shall  transfer  the  proceedings  to  the  County  Court  in        1862. 
which  the  debtor^  if  not  in  custody,  would  have  been      Ex  parte 
reqmred  to  petition."  ^''^''"■• 

The  next  heading,  including  sects.  98,  99,  100, 101, 
is  entitled  '^  As  to  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  against 
pauperamd  other  prisoners  for  debt/' 

Sect  98.  "  If  any  debtor,  whether  trader  or  not,  now 
being  or  who  shall  be  imprisoned  for  any  debt  or  demand, 
shall  through  poverty  be  unable  to  petition  the  proper 
Court  for  an  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  against  himself, 
he  shall  be  at  liberty  to  petition  in  forma  pauperis,  upon 
making  an  affidavit  that  he  has  not  the  means  of  paying 
the  fees  and  expences  usually  payable  in  respect  of  a 
petition  by  a  debtor  for  an  adjudication  of  bank- 
ruptcy. Such  affidavit  may  be  sworn  before  the  gaoler 
of  the  prison  where  such  debtor  is  confined,  and  such 
gaoler  is  hereby  empowered  and  reqiured  to  take  such 
affidavit,  and  swear  the  deponent  thereto,  without  fee  or 
reward.*' 

Sect.  99.  ''Every  person  so  petitioning  in  form& 
pauperis  as  aforesaid  shall,  if  not  previously  discharged 
by  a  registrar,  be  brought  up  to  the  County  Court  of 
the  district  at  its  next  sitting  after  the  presentation  of 
SQch  petition,  and  shall  be  examined  by  the  Court 
touching  his  estate  and  effects,  debts,  dealings,  and 
transactions;  and  if  the  Court  shall  be  satisfied  with 
Bodi  examination  it  shall  make  an  order  of  adjudication 
of  bankruptcy  against  the  petitioner,  and,  if  it  shall 
think  fit,  grant  an  order  of  protection  to  the  petitioner.'' 

Sect  100  provides  that  the  gaoler  of  every  prison  in 
England  and  Wales  shall  make  a  monthly  return  of  the 
persons  in  his  custody  for  debt ;  and  sect.  101,  that  the 
Commissioner  or  County  Court  judge,  as  the  case  may 
be,  shall  in  every  case,  on  receiving  such  return,  make 
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1862.       ^  o^^  that  a  registrar  of  the  Court  of  Bankrapicj, 
""^^~^^; —  or  of  the  County  Court,  shall  attend  at  the  gaol  of  the 
Ck)0MB8.       district  to  examine  every  prisoner,  with  power  to  make 
orders  of  adjudication  in  bankruptcy,  and  to  grant  pro- 
tection, and  certify  the  particulars  to  the  Court 

The  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  here  was  property 
made  in  the  Oaol  County  Court,  but  that  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  transfer  the  matter  to  any  other.  Sect  94 
is  the  only  part  of  the  Act  which  speaks  of  the  transfer 
of  proceedings,  and  it  applies  solely  to  cases  where  the 
debts  of  the  bankrupt  are  less  than  300L  Besides,  if 
the  matter  were  to  be  transferred  at  all,  it  ought  to  have 
been  transferred,  not  to  the  Home  County  Court,  bat 
to  the  Court  which  would  have  dealt  with  the  case  if  the 
proceedings  had  been  in  the  ordinary  way,  namely,  to 
the  District  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  sect.  88 ;  or  to  the 
County  Court  of  the  district,  if  the  debts  of  the  bank- 
rupt did  not  amount  to  800/.  Sects.  98,  99,  rdative  to 
bankrupts  petitioning  in  formft  pauperis,  give  no  direc- 
tions as  to  the  Court  in  which  the  proceedings  are  to 
be  carried  on.  Sects.  100, 101,  relate  to  proceedings  in 
intritot. 

IL  S.  Giffardy  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  judge  of 
the  Home  County  Court  is  boimd  to  carry  these  pro- 
ceedings to  their  termination.  Sect  94  is  a  limitation 
on  the  enactments  in  sects.  98,  99, 100,  101,  and  most 
be  read  in  connexion  with  them.  Wh^i  the  registrar 
finds  a  pauper  in  gaol  who  has  petitioned  to  be  made 
bankrupt,  he  may  adjudicate  him  to  be  so,  and  also 
indicate  the  Court  in  which  the  proceedings  are  to  he 
carried  out 

CocKBURN  C.  J.    This  rule  must  be  dischai^ed.    The 


XXVI.   VICTORIA.  301 

questioii  we  have  to  determine  is,  whether  the  judge  of        1862. 
the  Coonty  Court  of  Glamorganshire,  holden  at  Swansea^      TSjiVfoxie 
was  called  upon  under  the  drcumstances  to  adjudicate      Coomm. 
in  the  matter  of  C  W.  Coombs^  a  bankrupt; — to  grant 
Him  protection,  and  dispose  of  the  whole  affair  as  ought 
to  be  done  in  cases  of  bankruptcy.     I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  that  that  judge  was  right  in  declining  the  juris- 
diction he  was  called  on  to  exercise. 

The  question  turns  on  the  94th  section  of  stat. 
24  &  25  Vtd.  c,  184.,  taken  in  combination  with  the 
98th  and  99th  sections.  It  is  impossible  to  read  the 
94th  section  without  seeing  that  it  applies  solely  to 
cases  where  the  debts  of  the  bankrupt  do  not  exceed 
300/.  And  whereas  by  sect.  88  the  jurisdiction  in 
bankruptcy  is  primarily  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for 
the  district  in  which  the  debtor  shall  have  resided  or 
carried  on  business  for  the  six  months  next  immediately 
preceding  the  time  of  filing  the  petition ;  by  sect.  94  a 
jurisdiction  over  prisoners  in  custody  is  given  to  all 
County  Courts.  Where  the  debts  do  not  exceed  300/., 
then  what  is  compendiously  called  the  Gcu^l  County 
Court  acquires  jurisdiction  so  far  as  to  adjudicate  that 
the  party  is  a  bankrupt,  but  it  is  directed  to  transfer  the 
proceedings  to  what  is,  with  equal  advantage,  called  the 
Heme  County  Court.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  if  this 
petition  were  under  sect.  94,  and  not  under  sects.  98 
and  99,  the  proceedings  would  be  properly  transferred. 
Bat  when  we  come  to  the  question  whether  there  can 
be  a  transfer  under  sect.  94  when  the  proceedings  are 
nnder  sects.  98  and  99,  a  totally  different  consideration 
presents  itsel£  Sects.  98  and  99  relate  to  persons  in 
the  condition  of  paupers,  but  whose  debts  are  not  to 
be  limited  to  800/.,  the  amount  specified  in  sect  94,  and 
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1862.        may  be  below  or  above  tbat  sum.    How  then  can  it 
Ex  parte      te  said  that  the  Gaol  County  Court  (to  which  I  assrane 
for  the  sake  of  argument  the  right  to  petition  is  given 
to  the  bankrupt)  has  any  power  to  adjudicate  in  sncli 
a  case  that  the  petitioner  is  a  bankrupt^  and  grant  him 
protection^ — that  the  Court  acquires  the  same  powers, 
or  is  under  the  same  obligations  as  in  the  fonner 
case?    May  we  incorporate  sect   94  into  sects.  98, 
99  ?      It    would    be    legislating    anew,    rather   than 
giving  an  exposition  of  those  sections,  if  we  were  to 
introduce  into  sects.  98,  99,  a  condition  which  only 
applies  to  sect.  94.     And  there  is  this  remarkable  dis- 
tinction between  sect.  94  and  the  provisions  relating  to 
pauper  bankrupts :  in  the  one  the  Gaol  County  Conrt 
has  power  to  adjudicate  bankrupt  only,  whereas  under 
sects.  98,  99  it  can  also  grant  protection.     When  we 
come  to  see  what  is  to  be  done  after  protection,  and 
what  is  to  be  done  after  presenting  a  petition,  very 
serious  difficulties  present  themselves.    The  Act  does 
not    point   out  to  what  Court  the  petition  is  to  be 
presented.     Properly  the  District  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
has  prim&  facie  jurisdiction  over  all  matters  in  bank- 
ruptcy, and  then  there  is  no  provision  for  transfer  to 
the  Gaol  County  Court  before  which  the  bankrupt  is 
brought  up.     I  do  not  wish  to  throw  any  doubt  on  the 
regularity  of  the  proceedings  here  in  presenting  this 
petition  to  the  Gaol  County  Court  iiistead  of  the  District 
Bankruptcy  Court, — I  do  not  express  an  opinion  one 
way  or  the  other.     This  man  has  had  the  adjudication 
of  the  Gaol  County  Court  that  he  is  a  bankrupt ;  and  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  District  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
is  the  proper  Court  to  determine  and  adjudicate  on 
whatever  yet  remains  to  be  done  is  a  most  serious  one. 


Coombs. 
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On  the  one  hand  it  may  be  said^  sect.  99  in  its  terms  1862. 
only  gives  jnrisdiction  to  adjudicaEite  bankrupt  and  grant  ii^^te" 
protection, — that  is  all  the  authority  the  Legislature  has 
given  to  the  judge  of  the  Gaol  County  Court  On  the 
other  hand  it  may  be  contended  that,  as  the  petition  is 
to  be  in  that  Court,  the  Legislature  having  given  it 
power  to  grant  protection,  that  Court  has  fuU  power  to 
conduct  the  matter  to  its  termination.  On  this  question 
we  can  only  speculate,  as  the  Legislature  has  not  pro- 
nounced on  it :  we  should  be  only  groping  our  way  in 
the  dark,  and  it  is  therefore  better  to  abstain  from  giving 
any  extrajudicial  opinion.  It  is  enough  for  us  to  say 
we  cannot  make  the  present  rule  absolute. 

WiGHTMAN  J.    I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 

Blackbubn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  only 
question  we  are  called  on  to  decide  judicially  is,  whether 
the  County  Court  of  Swansea — ^the  Home  County  Court — 
is  bound  under  the  circumstances  to  proceed  with  this 
case.  I  agree  with  my  Lord  and  my  brother  Wighiman^ 
that  there  is  no  duty  cast  on  that  Court  by  statute  to 
proceed  when  the  debts  exceed  800/.,  and  the  petition 
is  in  forma  pauperis. 

Another  question  of  great  importance  and  difficulty 
has  been  argued  here — ^to  which  Court  ought  the  bank- 
rapt  to  have  pre^^ted  his  petition  ?  It  is  dear  that  the 
place  of  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  is  the  place  where 
the  petitioner  is,  namely,  the  Gad  County  Court ;  but 
what  Court  is  to  proceed  afterwards,  and  in  what 
manner  is  it  to  be  done?  All  these  questions  have  been 
raised,  but  it  is  not  material  to  decide  them.  Mr. 
Lbyd  made  an  impression  on  me  that  the  petition  ought 
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1862.  to  be  in  the  District  Court  of  Bankraptcy ;  but  at  pre- 
E^pjjrte      sent  I  only  say,  in  accordance  with  my  Lord,  that  the 

CooMBfl.  sections  before  us  are  not  dear,  and  consequently  that 
there  should  be  a  legislatiye  declaration  to  settle  the  law 
for  the  future.  The  question  may  arise  in  many  ways. 
A  man  may  be  sued  for  debts,  in  which  event  a  Court 
of  civil  judicature  may  have  to  declare  whether  the 
proceedings  in  his  bankruptcy  were  taken  in  a  wrong 
Court,  and  consequently  void.  Or,  a  man  may  be  con- 
demned to  penal  servitude  for  concealing  his  effects,  in 
which  case  it  may  be  necessary  for  a  Court  of  criminal 
judicature  to  determine  whether  the  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy were  in  the  right  Court. 

MsLLOB  J.  concurred. 

Rule  dischai^* 


Tbimmsb  v.  Walsh  and  another  {Nov.  14th), 
Dbesssr  v.  BosANQtrsT,  Treasurer,  &c.  (Nov.  18th),  and 
Toms  v.  Wilson  and  iEtnother  {Nov.  22d), 

will  be  reported  with  the  proceedings  in  the  Exchequer 

Chamber  in  those  respective  cases. 


MEMORANDUM. 

John  Robert  Kenyon^  Esq.,  of  the  Middle  Temple, 
Thomas  Southgate,  Esq.,  of  Gray^s  Inn,  and  Arthur 
Hobhousey  Esq.,  of  LincoMs  Inn,  were  appointed  of  Her 
Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in  the  law. 

£ND    OF   MICHAELMAS   TERM. 


MICHAELMAS  VACATION,  26  VICT.     i862. 


Brighty  against  Norton.  T*^***?^. 


By  d«ed  made  on  the  30ih  January,  1860,  in  conflidention  of  41(W.   ^  of  sale, 
lent  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  assigned  certain  house-   ^^  of  pay- 
hold  famiture,  inning  stock,  and  goods  and  chattels  and  fntnre  personal  "fj^* 
estate  and  effects  to  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a  pioTiso  for  redemption  if  ^^fonable 
theplaintiffshonld  pay  to  the  defendant  41(V.  "on  the  30th «7antuiry,   notux, 
I87u,  or  St  sQch  earfier  day  or  time  as  the  defendant,  or  his  attorney  or 
•gent,  should  appoint  for  payment  thereof,  hj  notice  in  writing,  sent  by  post 
or  dehrered  to  or  left  at  the  honse  or  lavt  known  place  of  abode"  of  the 
plaintiff;  with  a  power  of  immediate  entry  and  sale  on  de&nlt  of  payment 
oontzaiy  to  the  piOTiso  and  the  tme  intent  and  meaninff  of  the  deed ;  and 
there  was  a  jsoTiso  that  until  default  the  plaintiff  shomd  hold  possession 
And  use  the  goods,  chattels  and  effects,  without  any  hindrance  or  disturb- 
ance by  Uie  defendant.    The  defendant^  at  noon  of  the  20th  FOruary, 
186(X  gare  the  plaintiff  notice  to  pay  the  money  to  him  at  half  past 
tvehe  of  the  same  day,  and  at  that  time,  the  plaintiff  not  paying  the 
money,  seked  the  plaintiff's  goods,  and  afterwaros  sold  them :  Meld,  that 
the  notice  under  tne  proyiso  must  be  reasonable,  and  that  the  notice 
giren  by  the  defendant  was  not  giyen  in  a  reasonable  time. 

T^HE  dedaiation  stated  that^  on  the  SOtli  January, 
1860^  by  a  deed  then  made  between  the  plaintiff  of 
the  one  part  and  the  defendant  of  the  other  part^  pur- 
porting to  be  in  condideration  of  the  sum  of  410/L  lent 
and  advanced  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant^  the  plain- 
tiff assigned  and  transferred  unto  the  defendant  certain 
household  furniture^  plate,  linen,  china,  farming  stock, 
both  Uyc  and  dead,  implements  of  husbandry,  horses, 
carts,  carriages  and  other  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  personal  estate  and  effects  which  the 
plaintiff  should  thereafter  become  possessed  of  or  which 
should  at  any  time  thereafter  remain  and  be  brought 
in^  upon  or  about  the  plaintiff^s  then  present  or  any 
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1862.       fiiture  dwelling  honse  and  premises ;  to  hold  {he  same 
Bbigbtt  "^  bonsehold  furniture  kc.  unto  the  defendant  as  his  own 
No&Tov.      proper  goods^  chattels  and  effects,  subject  to  a  proyiso 
for  redemption  that  if  the  plaintiff  should  pay  or  cause 
to  be  paid  unto  the  defendant  the  sum  of  410/.  on  the 
80th  January,  1870^  or  at  such  earlier  day  or  time  as 
the  defendant,  or  his  attorney  or  agent,  should  appoint 
for  payment  thereof,  by  notice  in  writing,  sent  by  post 
or  delivered  to  or  left  at  the  house  or  last  known  place 
of  abode  in  England  of  the  plaintiff,  then  and  in  tbat 
case  the  said  deed  should  cease  and  be  void :  Provided 
that  if  de&ult  should  be  made  in  payment  of  the  said 
sum,  or  any  part  thereof,  contrary  to  the  aforesaid  pro- 
viso, and  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  deed; 
then,  and  immediately  thereupon,  it  should  be  lawful 
for  the  defendant  or  his  agent,  forthwith,  or  at  any  time 
or  times  thereafter,  to  enter  into  and  upon  any  fiurms, 
lands,  dwelling  houses  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
to  take  possession  of  the  said  goods,  chattels  and  effects 
(with  force,  if  necessary,  as  by  breaking  the  house  doors, 
or  any  other  doors,  locks  or  gates  of  any  buildings  or 
premises  in  which  any  of  the  said  personal  estate  and 
effects  thereby  assigned  might  be  deposited  or  kept),  and 
to  sell  the  same,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  by  public 
auction  or  private  contract,  and  to  receive  the  money 
arising  from  such  sale  or  sales,  and,  after  payment 
thereout  of  all  costs,  chaiges  and  expenses  incident  to 
the  preparation  and  completion  of  the  said  deed,  and 
the  execution  of  the  trusts  thereof,  in  the  first  place  to 
retain  and  pay  himself  the  said  sum  of  money  thereby 
secured,  or  intended  so  to  be,  or  such  part  thereof  as 
should  remain  unpaid,  and  to  pay  the  surplus  (if  any) 
of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  to  the  plaintiff    And  the 
plaintiff  thereby  covenanted  with  the  defendant  that  he 
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would  pay  unto  the  defendant  the  said  sam  of  410/.  at  1862. 
the  time  and  in  manner  aforesaid.  And  the  said  deed 
also  provided  that,  until  default  should  be  made  in 
payment  of  the  said  sum  of  money  thereby  secured,  it 
should  be  lawful  for  the  plaintiff  to  hold,  possess  and 
use  the  said  goods,  chattek  and  effects,  without  any 
hindrance  or  disturbance  by  the  defendant;  provided 
also  that  the  bringing  or  placing  the  after  purchased  or 
after  acquired  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  plaintiff 
upon  the  said  premises  should  be  deemed  and  taken  to 
be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff  to 
vest  the  property  thereof  in  the  defendant ;  and  that  the 
same  should  be  so  vested,  and  that  he  should  have  full 
right  and  power  to  seize  and  take  possession  of  the  same 
and  every  part  thereof;  and  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the 
same  under  and  upon  the  trusts  thereinbefore  contained. 
It  then  averred  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  deed, 
and  before  any  default  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  pay- 
ment of  the  said  sum  of  money,  or  any  part  thereof,  the 
defendant,  at  twelve  o'clock  in  the  forenoon  of  the  20th 
FAmary,  I860,  gave  to  the  plaintiff  notice  to  pay  the 
said  sum  of  money  to  the  defendant  at  half  past  twelve 
o'clock  of  the  afternoon  of  the  said  20th  February^  1860 ; 
and  that  at  the  said  hour  of  half  past  twelve  o'clock  of 
the  afternoon  of  the  said  20th  February,  1860,  the  phiin- 
taff  not  paying  the  said  sum  of  money,  the  defendant 
wrongfully  seized  and  took  possession  of  the  said  live 
and  dead  farming  stock,  implements  of  husbandry,  goods, 
chattels  and  effects  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that,  except  as 
aforesaid,  there  never  was  any  notice  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff,  appointing  any  reasonable  earlier  day  or 
time  for  the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  money,  or  any 
part  thereof,  nor  had  the  plaintiff  any  notice  in  that 
behalf,  save  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  notice  was 
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1862.  an  unreasonable  notice;  and  that  no  reasonable  time 
BaioHTT  *^*^^  *^®  giving  of  the  said  notice  was  allowed  for  the 
payment  of  the  said  sum  of  money ;  and  that  the  said 
notice  was  not  a  notice  appointing  any  earlier  day  or 
time  in  pursuance  of  or  in  accordance  with  the  said 
proviso  in  the  said  deed :  and  that  the  said  seizure  by 
the  defendant  was  a  seizure  without  any  default  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff^  save  as  aforesaid ;  and  that,  after 
the  said  seizure  by  the  defendant,  the  defendant  wrong- 
fully sold  the  said  live  and  dead  farming  stock,  imple- 
ments of  husbandry,  goods,  chattels  and  effects  of  the 
plaintiff  as  aforesaid.    All^ation  of  spedal  damage. 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  therein. 

The  defendant  also  pleaded,  among  other  pleas :  1.  Not 
guilty.  2.  That  the  defendant,  before  the  seizing  &c., 
did,  in  pursuance  of  and  under  the  provisions  of  the 
deed,  duly  give  to  the  plaintiff,  by  delivering  the  same 
at  his  house,  a  notice  in  writing  appointing  an  earlier 
day,  to  wit,  the  20th  April,  1860,  for  payment ;  but  that 
the  plaintiff  did  not  pay,  and  then  wholly  made  de&ult. 
Issues  thereon. 

On  the  trial,  before  Blackburn  J.,  at  the  Sittings 
at  GtiUdhaU  after  last  Hilary  Term,  upon  proof  of 
the  fiacts  stated  in  the  declaration,  the  learned  Judge 
having  left  to  the  jury  the  question  whether  the 
notice  given  by  the  defendant  was  reasonable,  the  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  400/.,  and 
leave  was  reserved  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant 

In  Easter  Term, 

Collier  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly ;  or  for  a  nev 
trial  on  the  ground  that  the  notice  was  sufficient  accord- 
ing to  the  true  construction  of  the  deed,  and  also  that 
the  damages  were  excessive. 
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The  Court  ordered  that  the  role  should  come  on  for        1862. 


argument  with  the  demurrer.  Bkiohtt 


CoOier  {H.  71  CoU  with  him)^  for  the  defendant — 
The  declaration  is  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  because  it  shews 
that  a  sufficient  notice  was  given  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff,  under  the  proviso  in  the  deed,  to  pay  the 
money  on  an  earlier  day  than  the  80th  January,  1870. 
The  notice  was  not  unreasonable  in  point  of  law,  though 
it  might  be  inconvenient  ''  What  shall  be  reasonable 
time,  the  justices  are  to  determine ;''  Com.  Dig.  406, 
Temps  (D.)  Eurther,  the  declaration  ought  to  have 
averred,  not  only  that  the  notice  was  unreasonable,  but 
that  compliance  with  it  was  impossible ;  Startup  v.  Mac^ 
domdld^  in  error  (a).  [  Wightman  3.  It  might  not  be  im- 
possible to  comply  with  the  notice  if  given  in  the  middle 
of  the  night,  but  it  would  be  an  unreasonable  notice. 
Blaeibum  J.  Impossibility  to  comply  with  the  notice 
merely  by  reason  of  inability  to  pay  the  money  would 
be  no  excuse.]  The  present  case  is  within  that  dass  in 
which  the  right  of  action  or  of  entry  accrues  on  demand ; 
Topham  v.  Braddick  (ft),  Birk»  v.  Trippet  {e)  ;  e.  g.,  in 
an  action  against  the  indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  a 
plea  that  the  action  was  commenced  before  a  reasonable 
time  for  the  payment  of  the  bill  by  the  defendant  had 
elapsed  after  notice  of  dishonour  was  held  bad ;  Siggers 
T.  Lewix  (d).  [  Wightman  J.  There  is  an  obvious  differ- 
ence between  bringing  an  action  and  seizing  and  selling 
goods.  Crompton  3.  The  contract  made  by  accepting 
or  indorsing  a  bill  of  exchange  is  to  pay  on  demand.] 
If  notice  of  an  earlier  day  of  payment  must  be  given 

(a)  6  AT  #  Gr.  593.  (6)  1  Taunt.  572. 

(f)  1  Smmd.  32.  (rf)  1  O.  M.^R.  370, 


T. 
NOKTOV. 
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1862.       ^^^  time  before  entry  and  seizure,  the  debtor  would 
BuaHTT  "  ^^®  *^  opportmiity  of  getting  rid  of  his  goods. 
NoBTov  ^  ^  *^®  ^^  *^'  reducing  the  damages :  there  was 

no  evidence  of  special  damage. 

Coleridge  (J.  Martin  with  him),  for  the  plaintiff^  was 
not  called  upon,  except  as  to  the  rule  for  reducing  the 
damages.  It  was  agreed  that  they  should  be  reduced 
to250iL 

WioHTMAN  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought 
to  be  dischaif;ed.  The  question  arises  on  a  proviM)  in 
a  deed,  by  which,  in  consideration  of  410/L  lent  to 
the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  assigned  cer- 
tain household  furniture,  farming  stock,  and  goods  and 
chattels  and  future  personal  estate  to  the  defendant, 
subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  ;  and  the  deed 
also  contained  a  power  for  the  assignor  to  retain  pos- 
session of  the  assigned  property  until  default  in  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  of  money  secured.  The  proviso  for 
redemption  is  as  follows.  [His  Lordship  read  it]  In 
the  first  instance,  the  parties  contemplated  repayment 
of  the  money  lent  at  a  distant  day,  namely  tbe  30th 
January,  in  the  year  1870;  but  the  proriso  goes  on  to 
enable  the  assignee  to  appoint  an  earlier  day  or  time  for 
payment,  and,  in  defitult,  gives  a  power  of  immediate 
entry  and  sale.  Under  this  proviso  the  assignee  gave 
notice  to  the  assignor  at  twelve  o'clock  in  the  day  to  pay 
the  amount  in  half  an  hour  after;  and  the  question  iS; 
whether  this  is  a  valid  notice  to  entitle  the  assignee,  at 
the  end  of  that  half  hour,  to  enter  and  sell  ? 

Mr.  Collier  was  driven  to  contend  that  the  terms  of  the 
proviso  were  equivalent  to  a  power  to  enter  and  demand 
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the  money  at  any  time,  and  that,  tlie  original  time  for       1862. 
payment  being  the  80th  January,  1870,  that  time  might      bugett 
be  shortened  by  a  notice ;    and,  in  effect,  that  the  money      koktoh. 
might  be  demanded  immediately  after  the  execution  of 
the  deed.     But  it  is  clear  that  this  was  neither  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties,  nor  the  true  meaning  of  the  pro- 
viso, which  must  have  a  reasonable  constructiou,  namely 
that  a  notice  to  pay  the  money  on  an  earlier  day  should 
not  be  given  without  allowing  a  reasonable  time  to  elapse 
between  the  giving  of  the  notice  and  the  day  for  pay- 
ment.    If  this  is  a  question  for  the  Court,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  this  notice  did  not  allow  a  reasonable  time ; 
if  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  they  have  found  that 
the  notice  was  not  reasonable,  and  in  that  finding  I 
concur. 

Cbompton  J.  This  was  an  action  for  seizing  and 
selling  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff  contrary  to  the  proviso 
in  the  deed  that,  until  default  in  payment  of  the  money 
secored,  the  plaintiff  should  hold,  possess  and  use  them 
without  any  hindrance  or  disturbance  by  the  defendant. 
We  have  to  see  whether  de&ult  was  made  by  the  plaintiff 
in  payment  of  the  money,  contrary  to  the  proviso  and  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  deed.  The  primary  in- 
tent of  it  was  that  the  assignor  should  have  ten  years 
for  repaying  the  money  advanced,  but  there  is  a  clause 
authorizing  the  assignee  to  appoint  an  earlier  day  or 
time  for  repayment:  and  the  question  is  whether  the 
assignee  coming  to  the  assignor  and  saying,  "  I  desire 
you  to  pay  me  now,^^  or  '*in  five  minutes,'*  or  "in 
half  an  hour,*'  is  the  appointing  of  a  day  or  time  for 
payment  within  the  meaning  of  the  proviso,  or  is 
unreasonable  and  illusory,  as  the  jury  have  found.  I 
think  the  meaning  of  the  proviso  is  that  there  should 
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1862.       be  an  effective  notice.    I  do  not  aay  whether  a  day's 

Beiqbtt  ~  notice  would  be  necessary,  but  the  object  of  the  deed 

NoBToii       ^*^^  ^^  ^^^  assignee  should  have  some  substantial  time 

which  might  enable  him  to  get  the  money :  for  it  was 

not  necessary  that  he  should  have  it  always  at  hand. 

The  only  other  construction  which  can  be  put  upon  the 

,  proviso  is  that  the  monqr  was  payable  immediately  on 

demand,  but  the  proviso  does  not  say  sa 

Blackbubn  J.  I  agree  that  a  debtor  who  is  required 
to  pay  money  on  demand,  or  at  a  stated  time,  must 
have  it  ready,  and  is  not  entitled  to  further  time  in 
order  to  look  for  it.  But  here  the  question  is  on  a 
proviso  in  a  deed,  and  if  the  intention  of  the  parties 
to  the  deed  had  been  to  give  the  creditor  a  right  to 
enter  and  seize  the  goods  of  his  debtor  immediately 
after  notice  to  pay,  it  would  have  been  very  easy,  by  apt 
words,  to  have  expressed  that  intention.  I  think  the 
fair  meaning  of  the  proviso,  as  it  must  have  been  under- 
stood by  both  parties,  is  that  the  debtor  should  have  so 
long  a  notice  of  the  day  or  time  appointed  for  payment 
as  would  allow  him  a  reasonable  time  to  get  the  money. 
I  admit  the  difficulty  of  saying  what  is  a  reasonable 
time,  and  the  risk  of  a  jury  finding  that  a  notice  was 
not  reasonable ;  but  that  is  a  matter  which  ought  to 
have  been  considered  by  the  creditor.  This  being  a 
question  for  the  jury,  they  have  found  that  the  notice 
was  not  reasonable,  in  which  I  think  they  were  righti 
and  therefore  the  rule  on  the  point  reserved  must  be 
discharged. 

For  the  same  reason  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our 
judgment  pn  the  demurrer. 

Mbllor  J.     In  construing  the  proviso  some  effect 
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must  be  given  to  the  words  which  require  that  the 
earlier  day  or  time  for  payment  shall  be  appointed  by 
notice  in  writing.  The  parties  intended  that  some 
notice  should  be  given^  and  that  must  be  a  reasonable 
notice.  On  the  demurrer  the  question  is  whether  the 
declaration  shews  that  a  reasonable  time  for  payment 
of  the  money,  after  the  notice^  was  not  allowed.  I 
agree  that,  by  a  notice  to  pay  in  half  an  hour^  a  reason- 
able time  was  not  allowed ;  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  ia 
entitled  to  our  judgment. 

The  plaintiff  is  also  entitled  to  have  the  rule  for  a 
new  trial  discharged  on  his  consenting  to  reduce  the 
damages  to  250/. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff^  and 
rule  discharged  accordingly. 
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The  Queen  against  The  Inhabitants  of  Hasle-  Thunday, 


November27t3i, 


MERE. 


Non  repair  of 

Bj  Stat  5  &  6  ^.  4.  e,  50.  ».  95.»  if  on  the  hearing  of  a  summons  5'^  5%-  a 
nspscting  the  repair  of  a  highway  ^e  inhabitants  of  a  parish,  or  other  ^  rq  .  95 
piitj  ch«ed  therewith,  deny  their  liabiHty  to  repair,  the  justices  shall    r^vl/J^J' 
direct  a  bifi  of  indictment  to  be  preferred  at  the  next  Assizes  or  Quarter  ^2^^^" 
Sessions;  *'and  the  costs  of  such  prosecution  shall  be  directed  by  the  ^•'*^^' 
Judge  of  Assise  before  whom  the  said  indictment  is  tried,  or  by  the  jus- 
tices at  such  Quarter  Sesnons,"  to  be  paid  out  of  the  highway  rate. 
Under  this  section,  an  indictment  haTuig  been  directed  by  justices  to  be 
pKferred,  a  bill  was  found  at  the  Spring  Assizes,  and  at  the  following 
Snnuner  Assizes  the  defendants    pleaded  guilty,  having  some  days 
l«fore  given  notice  to  the  prosecutor  of  their  intention  to  do  so :  held, 
that  the  Judge  had  power  to  direct  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  to  be 
I«d  out  of  the  highway  rate. 

JTf  Hilary  Temiy  Montagu  Chambers  obtained  a  rule 
calling  upon  the  prosecutor  to  shew  cause  why  the 
following  order  of  Blackburn  3.,  which  had  been  brought 
up  by  certiorari,  should  not  be  quashed  : — 


i 
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1862.  ^*  Surrey.    At  the  Assizes  and  General  Session  of 

The  QuBBH  ®y®^  *^^  terminer,  holden  at  Craydony  in  and  for  the 
Inhabitonta  of  ^^^^  ^^  Surrey,  on  Thursday,  the  1st  Augud,  a.d. 
Haslemb&e.  igei^  i^fore  the  undersigned  Sir  CoUn  Blachbwm,  Knt, 
and  others,  justices  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  of  asose  fi>r 
the  said  county :  Whereas,  at  these  Assizes,  the  inliahit- 
ants  of  the  parish  of  Htulemere,  in  the  said  county,  by 
James  Teasdak  and  WilKam  Ayhoin,  two  of  the  said 
inhabitants,  appeared  before  me,  the  undersigned,  and 
pleaded  guilty,  and  are  therefore  convicted,  upon  an 
indictment  against  them,  in  and  by  which  said  indict- 
ment it  was  alleged  that  the  said  inhabitants  ought  to 
repair  and  amend,  when  and  as  often  as  it  should  be 
necessary,  a  certain  part  specified  and  particularly  set 
forth  in  the  indictment  of  a  certain  common  and  andent 
Queen's  highway  in  their  parish'*  [the  highway  was 
described]  **  and  that  the  said  part  of  the  said  highway 
was,  at  the  time  of  the  finding  of  the  said  indictment, 
ruinous,  miry,  deep,  broken  and  in  great  decay  for  want 
of  reparation.  And  whereas  it  hath  been  made  to  ap- 
pear to  me  that,  before  the  preferring  of  the  said  indict- 
ment, and  after  the  coming  into  operation  of  stat  5  &  6 
W.  4.  c.  50.,  "to  wit,  on  the  26th  January,  1861,  oneFron- 
cis  M artier  Mercer,  a  credible  witness,  had  made  and  exhi- 
bited information  on  oath  to  George  Best,  Esq.,  one  of 
Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county, 
acting  in  and  for  the  Petty  Sessions  Division  of  Gtald- 
ford,  in  the  said  county,  setting  forth  the  existence  of 
the  common  and  public  highway  aforesaid,  and  that  the 
same  was  out  of  repair  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said 
inhabitants  ought  to  repair  and  amend  the  same.  And 
whereas  it  hath  also  been  made  to  appear  to  me  that 
the  said  George  Best,  so  being  such  justice  as  aforesaid, 
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issued  his  summons^  upon  the  hearing  of  which^  at  a  1862. 
special  sessions  for  the  highways^  held  at  the  Council  TheQmmr' 
Chamber  in  GuUdfard,  in  the  said  Petty  Sessions  Divi-  injjabitaiitB  of 
sion  of  GuUdfard,  in  the  said  county,  on  the  9th  March,  Haslw«»b. 
1861^  before  the  said  George  Beit,  Esq.^  and  Edward 
Bray,  Esq.^  and  others  their  fellows,  justices  of  the 
peace  as  aforesaid,  they  the  said  last  mentioned  justices, 
having  satisfied  themselves  in  the  manner  required  by 
the  said  Act  hereinbefore  recited  that  the  said  highway 
was  and  had  been  out  of  repair  as  aforesaid,  were  about 
to  convict  the  said  inhabitants  as  liable  to  the  repair  of 
the  said  highway,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  that  thereupon, 
and  upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  summons,  James  Nash 
and  James  Teasdale,  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the 
said  parish,  on  behalf  of  the  said  inhabitants,  denied  their 
obligation  and  duty  to  repair  the  said  highway.  Where- 
fore the  said  last  mentioned  justices  directed  the  said 
indictment  to  be  preferred,  and  the  necessary  witnesses 
in  support  thereof  to  be  subpoenaed  at  the  then  next 
Assizes  for  the  said  county.  And  whereas  it  appears 
to  me  that  the  said  Francis  Martier  Mercer  hath  prose- 
cuted and  proceeded  with  the  said  indictment  in  pursu- 
ance and  conformity  with  the  said  direction,  and  the  said 
Francis  Martier  Mercer  hath  produced  to  me  the  order 
of  the  said  justices  directing  that  the  indictment  afore- 
said should  be  preferred  as  aforesaid,  and  that  such 
witnesses  should  be  subpoenaed  as  aforesaid,  and  hath 
thereupon  prayed  that  the  costs  of  the  said  prosecution 
should  be  allowed  to  him  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  Act :  Now  I,  the  said  Sir  Colin  Blackburn,  Knt, 
being  the  Judge  of  Assize  before  whom  the  said  inhabit- 
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1862.        ants  plead  guilty  to  the  said  indictment  and  are  there- 
The  QuKsv'  Tifon  convicted,  do  allow  the  said  costs,  amounting  to 

Haslbmirk.  cQjtg  |je  p|^J  to  ijjg  guij  Francis  Mortier  Mercer  out  of 

the  rate  made  and  levied,  or  to  be  made  and  levied  in 

pursuance  of  the  said  Act*  within  the  said  parish  of 

Hiukmere,  in  which  said  parish  the  said  highway  is 

situate.     Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  this  8d  day  of 

Augmt,  1861/' 

(Signed)    «'  CoJin  Blarkbum." 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  the  bill  was 
found  at  the  Spring  Assises  at  KingMtam,  in  1861 ;  and 
some  days  before  the  commission  day  of  the  ensuing 
Summer  Assizes  at  Croydon,  notice  was  given  by  the 
attomby  for  the  defendants  to  the  prosecutor  that  they 
intended  to  plead  guilty. 

By  Stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  SO.  #.  95.  it  is  enacted :  ''  If 
on  the  hearing  of  any  such  summons  respecting  the 
repair  of  any  highway  the  duty  or  obligation  of  such 
repairs  is  denied  by  the  surveyor  on  behalf  of  the 
inhabitants  of  the  parish,  or  by  any  other  party  charged 
therewith^  it  shall  then  be  lawful  for  such  justices  and 
they  are  hereby  required  to  direct  a  bill  of  indictment 
to  be  preferred^  and  the  necessary  witnesses  in  support 
thereof  to  be  subpcenaed^  at  the  next  assizes  to  be  holden 
in  and  for  the  said  county,  or  at  the«next  Greneral  Quar- 
ter Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the  county,  riding,  division, 
or  place  wherein  such  highway  shall  be,  against  the 
inhabitants  of  the  parish  or  the  party  to  be  named  in 
such  order  for  suffering  and  permitting  the  said  highway 
to  be  out  of  repair ;  and  the  costs  of  such  prosecution 
shall  be  directed  by  the  Judge  of  Assize  before  whom 
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the  said  indictment  is  tried,  or  by  the  justices  at  such        1862. 
Quarter  Sessions,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  rate  made  and    The  Qussir 
levied  in  pursuance  of  this  Act  in  the  parish  in  which  inhabitants  of 
such  highway  shaU  be  situate."  Haalemkeb. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  November  8th ;  before  Cockbubn 
C.  J.,  WioHTiiAN,  Blackburn  and  Mellob  J  J. ; 

MdHsh  and  T.  W.  Saunders  shewed  cause,  and  referred 
to  Stat.  26  &  26  Vict.  c.  61.  *.  19. 

Montagu  Chambers  and  Beresford,  in  support  of  the 
rule,  cited  Reg.  v.  Aston  Ingham^  Hereford  Summer 
Aaazes,  1840,  and  Reg,  v.  Linton,  Ibid.,  before  Williams 
J.,  dted  in  1  Russ.  on  Crimes,  3d  ed.  by  Greaves,  374, 
note  (c);  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Vowchurch  (a), 
before  Piatt  B. ;  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Stainhall{b), 
before  Pollock  C.  B. ;  Reg.  v.  Langley  (c),  before  Hill  3. 

The  arguments  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  expressed  a  wish  that  the  question 

could  be  raised  on  the  record. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Mellob  3.  now  deUvered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  question  in  this  case  is  whether,  under  the  provi- 
sion of  the  95th  section  of  The  Highway  Act,  5  &  6 
W.  4  c.  50.,  that,  on  an  indictment  directed  by  justices 
of  the  peace  conformably  to  the  requirement  of  the 
statute,  the  power  given  to  the  Judge  of  assize  "  before 
▼horn  the  said  indictment  is  tried''  to  direct  the  costs  of 

(a)  2a  iK,  393.  {b)  I  K  ^  F,  363. 

(c)  2F,^F.  170. 

VOL.   III.  T  B.    &   S. 


818  MICHAELMAS  VACATION. 

1862.  ^te  prosecution  to  be  paid  out  of  the  rate,  cmts  in  a 
TheQoKMi"  ^^'^  ^  which,  on  the  indictment  having  been  found,  the 
Inhabiunte  of  ^®^®^^'*'^*"  plead  guilty,  80  that,  in  the  ordinary  senBC 
HABUMsms.    of  the  term,  no  trial  in  effect  takes  place. 

If  the  question  had  arisen  before  us  for  the  first  time 
we  should  have  had  no  hesitation  in  deciding  in  the 
affirmative ;  but  several  instances  having  been  dted  to 
us  in  which  learned  Judges,  sitting  singly  at  the  Assizes, 
had  ruled  the  contrary,  we  thought  it  right,  out  of  de- 
ference to  the  authority  of  those  dedsions,  to  take  time 
to  consider  our  judgment. 

We  have  reason  to  think  that  considerable  difibrenoe 
of  opinion  and  diversity  of  practice  has  existed  and  may 
still  exist  on  this  question ;  but  it  seems  to  us  that  some 
of  the  decisions  referred  to  may  be  accounted  for  finom 
the  disinclination  o(  Judges  sitting  singly  to  depart  firom 
a  precedent  set  by  a  preceding  Judge,  and,  as  the  case 
now  comes  for  the  first  time  before  a  Court  in  banc,  we 
think  that,  entertaining  a  strong  opinion  on  the  point, 
we  ought  to  give  effect  to  that  opinion,  notwithstanding 
that  individual  Judges  may,  in  some  instances,  have 
acted  on  a  different  view  of  the  statute. 

It  seems  to  us  that  the  words  "  Judge  of  assize  before 
whom  the  said  indictment  is  tried/'  used  in  the  95th  sec- 
tion of  The  Highway  Act,  will  apply  to  a  case  where  an 
indictment  preferred  under  that  section  comes  under 
the  cognizance  and  jurisdiction  of  a  Judge  of  assise  by 
the  indictment  being  found  in  his  Court,  and  the  defend- 
ants being  called  on  to  plead  to  it  beforo  him,  although, 
in  consequence  of  the  defendants  pleading  guilty,  the 
indictment  may  not  be  tried  before  him  in  the  ordimuy 
sense  of  the  term. 
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The  Legislature  having  thought  proper  to  provide  that^  1862. 
where  the  defendants  on  a  summons  respecting  the  The  Quekh 
repair  of  a  highway  deny  their  liability  to  repair,  the  i^habitknts  of 
costs  of  the  prosecution  which  the  justices  are  required  Haslbmkrb. 
to  direct  shall  be  paid  put  of  the  rate^  it  appears  to  us 
impossible  to  suppose  that  a  difference  can  have  been 
intended  to  be  made  between  a  case  where  the  defend- 
ants plead  not  guilty^  and  a  trial  thereupon  takes  place^ 
and  one  in  which,  on  the  bill  being  found,  the  defend- 
ants, desisting  fix>m  further  resistance,  plead  guilty  to 
the  indictment.  In  either  case  the  prosecutor  is  under 
the  necessity  of  going  to  the  assizes,  and  incurring  the 
expense  incidental  to  preferring  the  bill  of  indictment ; 
and,  although  it  is  true  that  in  the  present  case  notice 
was  given  beforehand  to  the  prosecutor  by  the  defend- 
ants of  their  intention  to  plead  guilty,  yet  the  prosecutor 
was  equally  obliged  to  go  to  the  assizes  and  prefer  and 
support  his  indictment  before  a  grand  jury ;  and  it  is 
obvious  that  the  argument  founded  on  the  language  of 
the  section,  if  valid,  would  apply  equaUy  to  a  case  in 
which  a  prosecutor  had  preferred  his  biU  in  entire  igno- 
rance that  the  cause  would  not  be  tried,  and  had  conse- 
quently taken  all  his  witnesses  to  the  assizes.  There 
can  be  no  reason  why  the  prosecutor  should  not  have 
snch  costs  as  he  has  in  fact  incurred  in  such  a  case,  as 
well  as  where  the  cause  has  actually  been  tried ;  and  we 
cannot  suppose  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  make  a 
distinction  for  which  no  reasonable  ground  exists.  We 
are  satisfied  that  all  that  was  meant  by  the  language  in 
question  (which,  it  must  be  admitted,  was  not  very 
happily  chosen)  was  to  point  out  the  Judge  of  assize 
m  whose  Court  the  indictment  is  disposed  of  as  the 

y2  , 
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1862.        authoiity  by  vhom  the  costs  of  the  prosecutioii  sbotild 
The  QuEBs     be  directed  to  be  paid.     We  are  confirmed  in  this  new 
Inhabitants  of  ^7  ^^^  ^^^  *^^*  ^^^  section  in  qnestion^  when  giving 
Haslemerb.    ^g  ^^^  power  to  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  omite 
the  words  "  before  whom  the  said  indictment  is  tried.'^  It 
cannot  be  supposed  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  give 
authority  to  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  to  avrard 
costs  when  the  defendant  pleads  guilty,   and  not  to 
.  place  the  Judge  of  assize  in  the  like  position.     It  may 
be  said,  indeed,  that  if  we  place  the  construction  con- 
tended for  by  the  defendants  on  that  part  of  the  section 
which  relates  to  a  Judge  of  assize,  we  may  consider  the 
words  "  before  whom  the  said  indictment  is  tried,"  as 
understood  after  the  words  ''the  justices  in  Quarter 
Sessions.''    But  this  would  be  to  take  a  startling  liberty 
with  the  language  of  an  Act  of  Parliament ;  and  we  think 
the  anomaly  which  would  otherwise  occur  will  be  best 
avoided  by  giving  to  the  words  on  which  the  difficulty 
arises  the  larger  and  more  reasonable  construction  to 
which  we  have  already  adverted. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
should  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 
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1862. 


The  Garnet  and  Moseley  Gold  Mining  Company  wtdnesdav, 
OF  America  (Limited)  against  Sutton.  

Joint  Stock 
Companies 
A  joint  gtock  Company,  limited,  nnderstata.  19  &  20  Vict,  e.  47.  and    ^^te,  lfi56, 
21  &  22  Vict.  c.  60„  proceeded  to  wind  itself  up,  and  appointed  liqui-    19  ^  20  Vict, 
dators.    An  action  having  been  brought  by  the  hquidators  on  behalf  of  c,  47., 
the  Company  against  one  of  the  shareholders  in  it,  as  a  contributory  to   21  ^  22  Vict, 
the  Company,  to  recover  the  amount  of  a  call  on  his  shares :  held,  that   c.  00. 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  set  off  a  claim  which  he  had  against  the    Contributory. 
Company.  Liquidators, 


T^HE  declaration  allied  that,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  passing  of  the  19  &  20  Vict  c.  47.,  The 
Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  1856,  and  after  the  passing 
of  the  7  &  8  Fict  c.  110.,  for  the  registration,  incorpo^- 
ration  and  regulation  of  Joint  Stock  Companies,  the 
plainti£&  were  a  joint  stock  Company  completely  regis^ 
tered  nnder  the  latter  Act,  and  the  defendant  was 
the  holder  of  2000  shares  in  the  Company;  that  the 
plaintiff  were  a  completely  registered  joint  stock  Com* 
pany  with  limited  liability,  and,  having  duly  obtained 
a  certificate  of  incorporation  under  the  19  &  20  Vict. 
c  47. ;  and  that  afterwards,  and  after  the  passing 
of  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  1857  (20  &  21 
Vict  c.  14),  at  meetings  of  the  Company,  held  ac^ 
cordmg  to  the  provisions  of  its  deed  of  settlement, 
resolutions  were  passed  to  wind  up  the  Company,  and 
appointing  liquidators  for  winding  up  its  affairs  and 
distributing  the  property;  that  the  defendant  being 
such  shareholder  in  the  Company,  and  a  contributory  to 
it  within  the  meaning  of  stats.  19  &  20  Vict  c.  47.  and 
20  &  21  Vict.  c.  14.,  the  liquidators  called  on  him  to 
pay  on  a  certain  day  certain  sums  amounting  to  500/., 
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being  a  call  of  Bs.  on  each  of  his  shares :  alleging  per- 
formance, &a  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  non-payment  by 
the  defendant. 

Plea,  a  set-off  for  money  dne  by  the  plaintiflb  to  the 
defendant,  for  work,  jonmeys  and  attendances  as  attorney 
and  solicitor  and  otherwise  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  for  fees 
in  respect  thereof,  and  materials  and  necessary  things 
provided  in  and  about  the  said  work  for  the  plaintiffs, 
and  for  money  paid  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  therein. 


Lush  {MUward  with  him)  in  support  of  the  demurrer.— 
In  an  action  for  calls  by  liquidators  who  sue  in  the 
name  of  a  joint  stock  Company,  limited,  the  debtor 
cannot  pay  himself  by  pleading  a  set-off  of  a  debt  due 
to  him  from  the  Company.  Such  a  plea  is  indeed  good 
in  actions  by  the  assignees  of  bankrupts,  but  then  there 
is  a  special  clause  in  the  Bankrupt  Act  allowing  it. 

By  Stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47.  s.  61.,  the  shareholders 
of  a  Company,  not  limited,  are  liable  to  contribute  to  an 
amount  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  Company,  and 
the  expenses  of  winding  up ;  but  if  the  Company  is 
limited  ''no  contribution  shall  be  required  firom  any 
shareholder  exceeding  the  amount,  if  any,  unpaid  on 
the  shares  held  by  him/'  There  is  no  provision  in  the 
Act  for  a  set-off  or  reduction  of  the  amount  due  for 
calls.  The  plea  of  set-off  admits  that  the  plaintiff  has 
not  paid  up  his  calls.  Sect.  1 04  provides  for  the  voluntary 
winding  up  of  a  Company,  and  gives  powers  to  the 
liquidators  appointed  under  sect.  88.  This  is  a  call 
under  §  6  of  that  section  in  order  to  pay  creditors. 
[Mellor  3.  It  is  not  said  that  the  liquidators  are  to  take 
any  cross  demands  into  account.      Wightman  J.     Could 
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the  defendant^  being  a  contributor,  have  sued  the  Com- 
pany ?]  Yes.  [Blachbum  J.  Could  he  have  gone  on 
after  the  winding  up  had  begun?]  He  might  have 
gone  on  to  judgment^  but  execution  would  have  been 
stayed.  [HoU,  contriL— By  sect.  90  the  liquidators  may 
bring  or  defend  actions.]  Stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  14. 
S'  13.  makes  a  call  upon  a  contributory  a  specialty  debt. 
The  Joint  Stock  Companies  Amendment  Act^  1858^ 
21  &  22  Vict  c.  60.  s.  6.,  prevents  actions  against  a 
Company  in  the  case  of  a  compulsory  winding  up,  but 
this  is  a  voluntary  winding  up  by  a  resolution  of  the 
Company.  Stat  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  60.  s.  17.  allows 
mutual  credits  before,  but  not  after,  winding  up.  [He 
also  referred  to  sect.  18.] 


1862. 
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BoO,  contra. — The  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  set  off 
this  daim  independently  of  these  statutes,  and  a  fortiori 
can  do  so  with  their  aid.  The  case  comes  within  the 
words  of  the  Statute  of  Set-off,  2  O.  2.  c.  22.,  which 
extend  to  all ''  mutual  debts''  between  the  same  parties, 
and  has  always  been  construed  literally.  Thus  it  has 
been  held  that  a  debt  due  from  a  testator  cannot  be  set 
off  in  an  action  by  the  executor,  because  there  is  no 
"  mutual  debf '  between  them  (a).  [Blackburn  J.  The 
reason  is  that  the  so  doing  would  alter  the  distribution 
of  the  assets,  and  therefore  the  case  is  not  within 
the  spirit  of  the  statute.]  The  question  therefore  is, 
do  stats.  19  &  20  Fict.  c.  47.  and  21  &  22  Vict. 
c.  60.,  relative  to  the  winding  up  of  joint  stock  Com- 
panies, make  any  difference  ?  These  statutes  are  only 
bankrupt  Acts  for  joint  stock  Companies,  where  the 
liquidators  stand  in  the  place  of  assignees.     Under  the 

(a)  See  Watts  t.  Seu,  9  Exe^,  696;  affirmed  on  exror,  11  Exch.  410. 
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Bankrupt  Acts  mutual  credits  between  the  bankrapt 
and  his  creditors  may  be  set  off.  [^Blackburn  J.  I  think 
you  will  find  that  mutual  credit  in  bankruptcy  existed 
before  the  provisions  in  the  Bankrupt  Acts  respecting 
it,  and  probably  a  century  before  the  statute  of  set- 
off. There  was  an  order  about  it  in  Lord  Nnttingkam's 
time  (a).  And  it  was  not  necessary  at  law  to  plead  such 
a  mutual  credit,  for  it  could  be  given  in  evidence  under 
the  old  general  issue.]  The  operation  of  stat.  21  &  22 
Vict  c.  60.  s.  17.  is  not  limited  to  proceedings  under 
Stat  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47.  s.  104.  §  9. 


Milward  (absente  Lush),  in  reply. — This  action  is  not 
brought  by  the  Company,  but  by  liquidators  acting 
on  its  behalf,  and  to  admit  a  set-off  in  such  a  case 
would  defeat  the  intention  of  the  Legislature.  The 
Company  is  liable  to  the  claims  of  all  its  existing  credi- 
tors, and  the  liquidators  have  to  provide  a  fund  to  meet 
them.  The  liquidators  have,  therefore,  to  arrange  with 
the  general  body  of  shareholders  how  much  each  is  to 
contribute^  and  each  shareholder  must  therefore  pay  the 
whole  amount  so  fixed.  The  defendant's  claim  may 
have  arisen  in  the  time  of  shareholders  who  have  left 
the  Company  more  than  three  years,  and  who,  if  it  is 
allowed,  ought  in  justice  to  be  called  on  to  reimburse 
the  Company,  but  that  is  prohilnted  by  statute. 


WiGHTMAN  J.  The  defendant  is  entitled  to  our  judg- 
ment. This  is  the  case  of  a  Company  with  limited 
liability ;  and,  by  sect  61  of  stat  19  &  20  Vict  c.  47., 
''No  contribution  shall  be  required  from  any  share- 

(a)  See  the  cases  on  this  subject  collected  in  1  Chriatian'i  Bankrupt 
Law,  499,  et  teq.,  2d  ed. 
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holder  exceeding  the  amount^  if  any,  unpaid  on  the 
shares  held  by  him/'  And  sect  104.  §  6.,  under  which 
tiie  present  call  is  made,  enacts :  "  The  liquidators  may 
at  any  time  after  the  passing  of  the  resolution  for  wind- 
ing up  the  Company,  and  before  they  have  ascertained 
the  sufficiency  of  the  assets  of  the  Company,  or  the  debts 
in  respect  of  which  the  several  classes  of  contributories 
are  liable,  caU  on  all  or  any  of  the  contributories  to  the 
extent  of  their  liability  to  pay  all  or  any  sums  they  deem 
necessary  to  satisfy  the  debts  of  the  Company  and  the 
costs  of  winding  it  up,  and  they  may  in  making  a  call  take 
into  consideration  the  probability  that  some  of  the  con- 
tributories upon  whom  the  same  is  made  may  partly  or 
wholly  fail  to  pay  their  respective  portions  of  the  same.'' 
Under  that  clause  the  liquidators  are  at  liberty,  before 
ascertaining  the  assets  or  debts  of  the  Company,  to  make 
a  call,  which  no  doubt  would  be  of  a  certain  sum  per  cent, 
on  the  amount  of  the  shares  held  by  the  several  parties. 
But  we  have  also  sect.  17  of  21  &  22  Vict  c.  60.,  which  is 
general  in  its  application  to  all  joint  stock  Companies 
whether  with  limited  liability  or  without  It  says  that 
"in  fixing  the  amount  payable  by  any  contributory," 
i  e.  upon  a  call  made  under  sect.  104.  §  6.,  '^  in  pursuance 
of  the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Acts  or  any  of  them, 
he  shall  be  debited  with  the  amount  of  all  debts  due 
from  him  to  the  Company,  including  the  amount  of  the 
call,  and  shall  be  credited  with  all  sums  due  to  him 
from  the  Company  on  any  independent  contract  or  deal- 
ing between  him  and  the  Company,  and  the  balance, 
afrer  making  such  debit  and  credit  as  aforesaid,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  the  sum  due,"  t.  e.  the  sum  due  from  him 
in  respect  of  that  call.  Here,  to  an  action  by  liquida- 
tors suing  for  the  Company,  the  defendant  pleads  as  a 
^t-off  that  there  was  a  sum  due  to  him  from  the  Com- 


325 


1862. 


Oabnit 

Gold 

MiNIRO 

Company 

T. 
SUTTOV. 


326 


MICHAELMAS  VACATION. 


1862. 


Gabmbt 

Gold 

Mining 

Company 
▼. 

SUTTOH. 


pany.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  section  was  introdttced 
into  the  statute  by  analogy  to  The  Bankrupt  Act^  under 
which  the  assignees  are  directed  to  take  the  account 
between  the  bankrupt  and  his  debtor^  and  may  recover 
only  the  balance.  If  they  proceed  without  having  ascer- 
tained what  the  balance  is,  the  debtor  may  set  off  a  debt 
owing  to  him  by  the  bankrupt ;  and  I  see  no  reason 
why  the  same  principle  should  not  apply  here. 


Cromfton  J.  had  left  the  Court. 


Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  65th 
section  of  the  19  &  20  Vict,  c,  47.  enacts :  "  Any  existing 
or  former  shareholder  upon  whom  calls  are  authorized 
to  be  made  by  the  third  part  of  this  Act  is  herdnafter 
called  '  a  contributory/  and  the  representatives  of  any 
deceased  contributory  shall  be  liable  in  a  due  course  of 
administration^  to  the  same  extent  as  such  contributory 
would  be  liable  under  the  third  part  of  this  Act,  if  alive.'' 
I  only  cite  that  to  shew  what  the  word  "  contributory'' 
means.  Then  sect.  104  §  6.  no  doubt  provides  that  the 
liquidators  may,  before  they  have  ascertained  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  assets  or  debts  of  the  Company,  make 
calls  for  the  sums  which  they  anticipate  will  be  neces- 
sary on  the  contributories ;  and  §  9  of  the  same  section 
says  that,  after  the  Company  has  been  wound  up  and 
the  creditors  paid  off,  the  liquidators  are  to  adjust  the 
rights  of  the  contributories  among  themselves,  and  make 
calls  for  that  purpose,  taking  into  consideration  that 
some  of  the  contributories  on  whom  those  calls  are  made 
may  fail  to  pay.  If  the  question  had  stood  on  this  Act| 
our  decision  would  probably  have  been  in  favour  of  the 
defendant;  for,  there  being  no  express  words  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Set*off,  it  would  have 
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come  within  it.  We  need  not^  however^  decide  that 
point;  for  the  subsequent  Act^  21  &  22  Fid.  c.  60. 
s.  17.^  says:  ^'In  fixing  the  amount  payable  by  any 
contributory^  &c.,  he  shall  be  debited  with  the  amount 
of  all  debts  due  from  him  to  the  Company,  including 
the  amount  of  the  call,  and  shall  be  credited  with  all 
sums  due  to  him  from  the  Company  on  any  independent 
contract  or  dealing  between  him  and  the  Company,  and 
the  balanoe,  after  making  such  debit  and  credit  as  afore- 
said, shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  sum  due.''  This  enacts, 
as  appears  to  me,  in  express  terms,  that  when  a  call  has 
been  made  by  liquidators,  they  are  not  immediately  to 
receiye  the  sum,  but  are  to  state  it  in  an  account  with 
the  debtor,  and  there  are  to  be  entered  as  items  on  the 
other  side  of  that  account  any  sums  due  to  him  on  inde- 
pendent contracts  between  him  and  the  Company.  It 
is  like  the  case  of  mutual  credit  in  bankruptcy.  If  we 
vere  in  the  old  times  of  special  demurrers  the  present 
plea  would  hardly  meet  the  requirements  of  this  17th 
section.  To  be  strictly  correct,  it  should  have  said  that 
on  the  statement  of  account,  after  aU  the  items  had  been 
brought  into  it,  there  was  no  balance  due  to  the  Com- 
pany.   But  no  such  point  is  suggested  here. 

One  observation  remains.  By  sect.  61  of  19  &  20 
VicL  c.  47.,  in  case  of  the  shareholders  becoming  liable 
to  contribute  to  the  assets  of  the  Company^  the  Com- 
pany shall  raise  a  certain  sum.  It  may  be  that  the 
whole  amount  in  the  hands  of  the  liquidators  has  been 
exhausted  by  previous  debts,  and  therefore  that  sum 
cannot  be  treated  as  one  on  which  the  debtor  has  a  lien. 
Whether  the  L^slature  intended  to  give  the  Company 
more  when  the  liability  of  the  contributories  is  not 
limited,  or  whether  they  have  omitted  the  case,  we 
cannot  tell.     It  would  not  have  been  unreasonable  if 
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they  had  said,  a  man  with  limited  liability  shatl  have  a 
lien  of  his  own  against  any  lien  of  the  Company.  But 
it  is  enough  to  say  that,  if  they  meant  to  exclude  Com- 
panies with  limited  liability  from  the  operation  of  this 
enactment,  they  have  not  so  expressed  themselTes. 


Mellor  J.  At  first  I  was  much  struck  with  the 
way  in  which  it  was  put  that,  if  contributories  to  Com- 
panies like  this  were  not  bound  to  pay  the  sums  charged 
to  them,  some  would  get  more  money  than  they  were 
entitled  to.  And  probably,  as  my  brother  BlacUum  says, 
if  the  matter  had  suggested  itself  to  the  mind  of  tbe 
person  who  drew  the  bill  on  which  this  Act  was  founded, 
words  would  have  been  introduced  to  meet  the  difficulty. 
But  the  words  as  they  stand  are  too  strong  to  be  got 
over :  when  we  find  words  used  which  are  applicable  to 
all  Companies,  we  cannot  decide  that  they  do  not  apply 
to  some,  because,  by  that  means,  one  class  of  their 
creditors  may  get  an  advantage  over  another. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  (a). 

(a)  The  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47.  and  the  21  &  22  Vict.  e.  60.  haye  been 
in  great  part  repealed,  and  the  law  on  the  subject  consolidated  bjr  tbe 
2b  &  26  Vict.  c.  89. 

Gay  v.  Matthews  {Nov.  27th)  will  be  reported  with 
the  proceedings  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber. 


MEMORANDUM. 

John  Osborne^  Esq.,  of  Lincoln  s  Inn,  and  James  St 
Oeorge  Burke,  Esq.,  of  the  Middle  Temple,  were  appointed 
of  Her  Majesty^s  Counsel  learned  in  the  law. 

END    OF   MICHAELMAS   VACATION. 


CASES  i8«8. 

AEGUED  AND  DETERMINED 

nr 

THE  QUEEN'S   BENCH, 

HILARY   TERM, 

XXVL  VICTORIA. 


The  Judges  who  usually  sat  in  Banc  in  this 
Term  were : 
CtocKBURN  C.  J.       I        Crompton  J. 

WiGHTMAN  J.  MeLLOR  J. 


Sweeney,  appellant,  Spooner,  respondent.       ^^J^iyth. 

1.  Upon  Bn  information  nnder  ttat.  5  G,4.e,  83.  s,  4.,  charging  the  VMrant  Act, 
Kspondent  with  ninning  away  from  the  parish  of  B.,  whereby  hiB  wife  5  (?.  4.  c.  83. 
^)<eune  chargeable  to  that  ninsh,  it  appef^ed  that  he  and  hia  wife  had  «.  4. 
Bepumted  by  conaent  in  1858,  when  ahe  had  meana  of  support,  and  Leawng  totfe 
that  they  had  no  personal  communication  untU  1861,  when  ahe  became  charaeable, 
ebaigeable  without  hia  knowledge :  Held,  that  he  had  not  committed  the  Evidence, 
offi<&oe  charged.  AdmiesibUUy 

2.  Qfuare.  Whether  upon  auch  an  information  the  evidence  of  the  of  wife, 
vi&  is  admiaaible  against  her  huaband  ? 

P  ASE  stated  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  borough 

of  Birmingham,  under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  48. 

Upon  an  information  preferred  by  the  appellant,  one 

of  the  reHeving  officers  of  the  parish  of  Birmingham, 

against  the  respondent,  under  stat.  5  O,  4i.  c.  83.  s.  4,, 
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1868.  which  charged  that  he,  on  the  18th  February,  1862,  ran 
SwsKHKT  away  from  the  parish  of  Birmingham^  whereby  his  wife 
Spoonu.  became  chai^eable  to  that  parish,  it  was  proved  that 
the  wife  of  the  respondent  became  chargeable  to  the 
parish  of  Birmingham  on  the  27th  November,  1861,  and 
continued  to  be  so  chai^eable  until  the  hearing  of  the 
information.  The  respondent  had  been  for  some  time 
and  was  then  employed  as  schoolmaster  at  Quarry  Bank, 
about  twelve  miles  from  Birmingham.  But  it  was  not 
proved  that  any  communication  of  the  fact  of  the  wife's 
chargeability  had  ever  been  made  by  the  appellant  to 
the  respondent,  before  the  issuing  of  the  warrant  in  tliis 
case.  The  place  of  legal  settlement  of  the  respondent 
and  his  wife  was  Swansea,  in  South  Walee,  where  they 
had  lived  and  cohabited  for  several  years,  previously  to 
the  year  1858,  when  they  parted  by  mutual  consent, 
and  had  had  no  personal  communication  fix>m  that  time 
till  the  hearing  of  this  information.  On  the  separation 
of  the  respondent  and  his  wife  in  1858,  at  Swamea,  she 
was  left  in  possession  of  certain  mines  and  other  pro- 
perty, in  which  she  had  a  life  interest  under  the  will  of 
a  former  husband. 

The  justice,  being  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  given 
before  him  did  not  bring  the  caise  within  the  operation 
of  stat.  6  G.  4i.  c.  83.  $.  4.,  dismissed  the  information. 

The  appellant  also  tendered  the  wife  of  the  respond- 
ent as  a  witness,  to  give  evidence  against  her  husband 
in  support  of  the  information,  but  the  justice  refused  to 
receive  her  evidence. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were, 
First,  Whether  under  the  facts  stated  the  respondent  was 
or  was  not  guilty  of  the  offence  of  running  away  from 
the  parish  of  Birmingham,  on  the  day  and  at  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  information,  whereby  his  wife  became 
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chargeable  to  that  parish^  and  liable  therefore  to  be        1868. 
deemed  a  rogae  and  vagabond  within  the  meaning  of     Swuhet 
stat.  5  G.  4.  c.  83.  s.  4. ;   and  secondly,  Whether  the      sfoohbb. 
evidence  of  the  wife  of  the  respondent  was  or  was  not 
properly  refused. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

/.  Spooner^  for  the  appellant. — Stat.  5  G.  4.  c.  88. 
9.  4.  enacts,  that  "every  person  running  away  and 
leaving  his  wife,  or  his  or  her  child  or  children,  charge- 
able, or  whereby  she  or  they  or  any  of  them  shall 
become  chargeable  to  any  parish,  township  or  place,^^ 
shall  be  deemed  a  rogue  and  vagabond,  and  may  be 
committed  to  the  house  of  correction,  and  kept  to 
hard  labour  for  any  time  not  exceeding  three  calendar 
months.  The  magistrate  seems  to  have  thought  that, 
in  order  to  render  the  respondent  liable  to  be  convicted, 
he  must  have  had  notice  that  his  wife  was  chargeable. 
But  in  ffeath  v.  Heape  (a)  it  was  ooumdered  that  a  man 
who  left  his  wife  was  within  the  statute  as  soon  as  she 
became  actually  chargeable.  ICrampton  3.  In  that 
case  it  must  have  been  meant  that  he  was  within  the 
statute  if  he  was  purposely  keeping  away.] 

WiGHTMAN  J.  The  respondent  was  charged,  under 
stat  6  G.  4.  e.  83.  s.  4.,  with  being  a  rogue  and  vaga- 
bond by  reason  of  his  running  away  from  the  parish  of 
Birmingham,  "  whereby  his  wife  became  chargeable  to 
that  parish.^^  The  statute  contemplates  the  case  of  a 
man  deserting  his  wife  and  leaving  her  without  any 
means  of  support.    The  facts  of  this  case  shew  a  very 

(n)  IH.^N.  478. 
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1868.  different  state  of  things.  The  separation  of  the  respondent 
SwxnsT  ^^  *"»  ^'^®  ^  1858,  when  he  left  her  with  means  appa- 
Spoohbb.  ^^'^7  sufficient  for  her  support,  cannot  be  contended 
to  be  an  offence  within  the  statute.  Nor  do  the  cir- 
cumstances occurring  afterwards  constitute  such  offence, 
because  the  respondent  had  no  reason  to  believe  that 
his  wife  was  chargeable  to  the  parish. 

Upon  the  other  point  which  has  not  been  argued  it 
is  unnecessary  to  give  an  opinion. 

CaoMPTON  J.  The  respondent  left  his  wife  in  1858; 
but  she  was  not  left  chaj^eable  to  the  parish.  It  is  said 
that,  so  soon  as  she  became  chargeable,  the  respondent 
was  liable  under  stat.  5  G.  4.  c.  83.  «.  4. ;  in  effect,  that 
he  became  criminally  liable,  though  he  was  not  the  cause 
or  aware  of  her  being  chargeable ;  and  Heath  y.  Heape  {a) 
was  cited  in  support  of  that  position.  But  the  husband 
cannot  be  made  guilty  by  relation  without  beii^  aware 
that  his  wife  had  not  the  means  of  support. 

As  to  the  other  point :  if  we  thought  that  the  evi- 
dence of  the  wife  was  improperly  rejected,  the  case 
could  only  be  sent  back  to  the  magistrate.  The  act 
with  which  the  respondent  was  charged  was  clearly 
criminal,  and  in  such  cases  a  wife  cannot  be  heard  to 
give  evidence  against  her  husband ;  but  possibly  the  act 
was  also  a  wrong  to  herself  in  proof  of  which  she  might 
be  examined ;  and  therefore  there  is  some  doubt  about 
the  point  (&). 

Mbllob  J.  concurred. 

Order  affirmed  (c). 

(a)  IH.^N.  478. 

(6)  See  Parker,  appt.,  Green,  respt.,  2  B.  ^  8.  299. 

\c)  See  Beeve  y.  Ytatee,  1  J^.  #  C.  435. 
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The  Queen  against  The  Venerable  John  Moobb  Saturday, 

January  17th. 

SrEVENSyClerky  Archdeacon  of  the  Archdeaconry 

of  ExETBB,  and  The  Rev.  Henbt  Woollcombb,  ,n/!iV^^. "' 
Clerk,  Coadjutor  to  the  said  Archdeacon,  or  parish. 
other  the  proper  person  on  whom  the  duty  of  old  pariah. 

J        -  Ekction. 

devolves, 

A  district  which,  by  order  in  ooiuici],  under  stat.  60  G,  3.  e,  134.  $,  16., 
ii  aasigned  to  a  chapel  in  a  parish,  becomes  a  separate  parish  for  all  eccU- 
aiaUical  purposes,  bnt  oontinnes  a  part  of  the  iMurish  for  other  parochial 
pnrposes,  and  therefore  the  inhabitants  of  the  district  are  entitled  to 
Tote  in  the  election  of  chnrchvaiden  for  the  parish. 

'M'ANrDAMTJS  reciting^  among  other  things^  that 
Thomas  Charles  Tothill,  an  inhabitant  and  parish- 
ioner of  the  parish  of  Topsham,  in  the  county  of  Devon, 
hA  been  duly  nominated^  elected  and  chosen  into  the 
ofBce  of  churchwarden  of  the  parish^  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  parish:  commanded  the  defendants  to 
administer  or  cause  to  be  administered  to  him  the 
oath  or  declaration  required  to  be  taken  by  him  as 
churchwarden. 

Betum :  that  Thomas  Charles  TothiTl  was  not  duly 
elected  and  chosen  into  the  office  of  churchwarden  of 
the  pariah  of  Topsham. 

Plea :  that  Thomas  Charles  Tothill  was  duly  elected 
and  chosen  into  the  office  of  churchwarden  of  the  parish 
of  Topsham. 

lasne  thereon. 

By  order  of  a  Judge  the  following  special  case  was 
stated. 

Before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  order  in 

VOL.  III.  z  B.  &  s. 
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1863.        council,  and  of  the  making  of  the  representation  of  the 
The  QuKKH     Commissioners  hereinafter  mentioned   respectirdy,  a 
parochial  chapel  called  the  chapel  of  St  Luke  had  been 
built  and  consecrated  at  fVear,  in  the  parish  of  Tap- 
sham,  in  the  county  of  Devon  and  Diocese  of  Exetar. 

By  an  order  in  council,  made  on  the  28d  Majf^  1844, 
reciting,  amongst  other  things  (as  the  fact  wasX  that  the 
Commissioners  hereinafter  next  mentioned  had  made  a 
representation  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  bearing  date 
the  11th  April,  1844,  in  the  words  following,  viz. :  "  Yoiur 
Majesty's  Commissioners  for  building  new  churches  ap- 
pointed by  virtue  of'  stat.  58  G.  8.  e.  45.,  "intituled 
'An  Act  for  building  and  promoting  the  building  of 
additional  churches  in  populous  parishes,'  continued  by" 
Stat.  7  &  8  6?.4  c.  72.,  "intituled,  &c.,  and  farther  con- 
tinued by"  Stat.  VfFA&lVictc.  75.,  "intituled,  «dc.,  b^ 
leave  humbly  to  represent  to  your  Majesty  that,  having 
taken  into  consideration  all  the  circumstances  attend- 
ing the  parish  of  Topsham,  in  the  county  of  Dewm, 
and  diocese  of  Exeter,  it  appears  to  them  to  be  expe- 
dient that  a  particular  district  should  be  assigned  to 
the  consecrated  chapel  of  St  Luke  at  fFear  in  the  said 
parish  under  the  provisions  of  the  16th  section  of"  stai 
69  G.  3.  c.  134.,  "intituled,  &;c.,  and  that  such  district 
should  be  named  '  The  Chapelry  District  of  Wear/  and 
consist  of  the  northernmost  part  of  the  parish  of  Tap- 
sham,  with  boundaries  as  follows,  &&  That  marriages, 
churchings,  baptisms  and  burials  should  be  solemnized 
and  performed  in  the  said  chapel,  and  that  the  fees 
arising  therefrom  should  be  received  by  and  belong  to 
the  minister  of  the  said  chapel.  That  the  consent  of 
the  Lord  Bishop  of  Exeter  has  been  obtained  thereto  as 
reqiiired  by  the  above  mentioned  section  of  the  said  Act" 
59  G.  3.  c.  134.,  "in  testimony  whereof  the  said  Lord 


XXVL  VICTORIA.  335 

Bishop  has  signed  and  sealed  the  present  instrument  1863. 
Your  Majesty's  Commissioners  therefore  beg  leave  to  lay  Tb«  Qussm 
before  yonr  Majesty  the  before  mentioned  eircomstanoes,  Stkyeh*. 
aod  hnmUy  pray  that  your  Majesty  will  be  gracionsly 
pleased  to  take  the  premises  into  yonr  royal  considera- 
tion, and  to  make  such  order  in  reqpect  thereto  as  to 
your  Majesty,  in  your  royal  wisdom,  shall  seem  meet/' 
And  farther  reciting  that  Her  Majesty,  baving  taken 
the  said  representation,  together  with  the  map  thereunto 
annexed,  into  consideration,  was  pleased,  by  and  with 
the  advice  of  Her  Privy  Coundl,  to  approve  thereo£ 
It  was  ordered  that  the  proposed  assignment  should  be 
accordingly  made»  and  the  recommendation  of  the  said 
Commissioners  in  respect  of  the  solemnization  of  mar- 
riages, churchings,  baptisms  and  burials,  and  the  fees 
arising  therefirom,  should  be  carried  into  effect  agreeably 
to  the  provisions  of  the  said  Acts. 

At  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  representation 
of  the  Commissioners  all  requisite  consents  for  the 
purposes  therein  mentioned  had  been  obtained,  and  the 
order  in  council  was  duly  published  in  the  London 
Gazette,  and  everything  happened  and  was  done  to  render 
the  same  and  the  representation  of  the  Commissioners 
respectively  valid  and  effectual  in  law,  and  the  Com- 
minionerB  caused  the  boundaries  of  the  district  assigned 
to  tiie  chapel  to  be  duly  enrolled  in  the  High  Court  of 
Chancery  and  in  the  office  of  the  Registry  of  the 
Diocese. 

Ever  since  the  making  and  publication  of  the  order 
in  council,  two  persons  have  annually  been  appointed 
churchwardens  of  the  diapelry  district  of  Wear,  in  pur- 
susnoe  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  in  that  behalf. 
The  district  of  IVear  is  locally  situate  within  and  is  part 

z  2 
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1868.  of  the  parish  of  Topsham,  and  the  inhabitants  thereof 
The  QuxBH  w^  and  always  have  been  assessed  to  and  paid  all  the 
Snvjws.  parochial  rates  of  the  parish  of  Topsham  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  inhabitants  of  the  rest  of  the  pariah,  and 
no  separate  officers  are  or  have  been  appointed  for  the 
district  except  two  churchwardens  as  aforesaid;  but 
since  the  twenty  years  expired  from  the  consecration  of 
the  district  church,  a  separate  church  rate  has  been 
made  for  the  district,  as  directed  by  the  58  &.  &  c  45. 

8.71. 

On  the  1st  April,  1861,  a  vestry  meeting  of  the  inha- 
bitants of  the  parish  of  Topsham  was  duly  held  in  the 
parish  (pursuant  to  notices  affixed  at  the  church  door  of 
the  parish  church  and  also  at  the  door  of  the  chapel  at 
Wear,  signed  by  the  prosecutor  himself,  as  one  of  the 
then  churchwardens  of  the  parish),  for  the  purpose  of 
nominating  and  electing  two  churchwardens  for  the  parish 
of  Topsham  for  the  then  ensuing  year.  The  Reverend 
John  Arundel!  Leakey,  the  perpetual  curate  of  the 
parish,  was  chairman  of  the  meeting,  and  appointed 
thereat  George  Burrington,  an  inhabitant  of  the  parish, 
to  be  his  churchwarden  for  such  year.  It  is  admitted 
that  such  appointment  was  valid.  George  Hurdk  and 
Thomas  Charles  TothiU  being  respectively  parishioners 
of  the  parish,  and  respectively  duly  qualified  to  be 
elected  to  the  office  of  churchwarden  of  such  parish 
for  the  same  year,  were  respectively  at  the  meeting 
duly  proposed  and  nominated  for  the  office  of  parish- 
ioners' churchwarden  for  the  parish  for  the  same 
year,  and,  upon  a  show  of  hands  being  then  and  tho^ 
duly  taken  in  that  behalf,  George  Hurdle  wba  declared 
by  the  chairman  to  be  upon  show  of  hands  duly  elected 
to  fill  such  office  for  such  year.  A  poll  was  thereupon 
then  and  there  duly  demanded  for  Thomas  Charles 
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TcOdU,  and  then  and  there  duly  granted  and  taken  1868. 
accordingly.  Upon  the  taking  of  the  poll,  258  persons  The  Qunx 
voted  in  favonr  of  George  Hurdle^  and  the  number  of  gxETrai. 
Totes  recorded  by  them  for  him  amounted  to  812  and  no 
more.  Seventy-five  of  the  persons  so  voting  in  favour 
of  Creorge  Hurdle  were  inhabitants  resident  at  the  time  in 
the  ehapelry  district  of  Wear^  and  not  in  any  part  of  the 
parish  of  Tapsham  out  of  and  beyond  such  district,  and 
the  number  of  votes  recorded  by  such  persons  was  ninety- 
one  and  no  more;  and  five  of  such  persons,  representing 
sixteen  of  the  said  ninety-one  votes,  voted  in  respect  of 
property  situate  in  the  parish  of  Tapsham,  out  of  the 
district  of  fVear,  and  were  duly  qualified  so  to  vote  in  all 
other  respects,  unless  disqualified  by  such  their  residence 
in  the  ehapelry  district  of  Wear,  and  the  remainder  of 
the  said  seventy-five  persons  voted  in  respect  of  pro- 
perty situate  in  the  ehapelry  district,  and  had  no  other 
qualification  entitling  them  so  to  vote.  Upon  the  said 
poll  255  persons  duly  qualified  in  that  behalf  voted  in 
&vour  of  Thomas  Charles  Tothill,  and  the  number  of 
votes  recorded  by  them  was  256. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was  whether 
the  persons,  or  any  of  them,  resident  in  the  ehapelry 
district  of  Wear,  and  who  voted  for  George  Hurdle  on 
the  taking  of  the  poll,  were  entitled  to  vote  in  respect 
of  the  property  aforesaid.  If  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  those  persons  were  not  entitled  to  vote, 
then  judgment  was  to  be  entered  for  the  prosecutor.  If 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  they  were  entitled 
to  vote,  then  judgment  was  to  be  entered  for  the  parties 
making  the  return. 

T.  Jones  (Northern  Circuit)  {Kar slake  with  him),  for 
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1863.       the  prosecutor.— The  parishioners  of  the  new  paridi  of 
The  Qubbh"  ^^^  ^©re  not  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  chnrch- 
STETMI8.     warden  for  the  mother  parish  of  Tapzham^  of  which  it 
is  a  district. 

The  first  Church  Building  Act  58  G.  8.  c  46.,  autho- 
rized, under  certain  conditions,  orders  in  council  for 
creating  separate  parishes  or  ecclesiastical  districts  in 
populous  parishes.     [He  dted  sects.  16,  21,  24]     The 
terms  parishes  and  ecclesiastical  districts  are  used  in  those 
sections  as  oonyertible  terms :  the  ecclesiastical  districts 
are  to  be  parishes  for  all  ecclesiastical  purposes.  \M<mJtaguR 
Smith,  contra,  referred  to  sect.  81,  hj  which  no  divisions 
of  any  parish  or  extraparochial  place  shall  affect  or  in 
any  manner  be  construed  to  affect  the  parish  &c,  or  the 
persons  residing  therein,  in  any  other  respect  than  in 
that  Act  particularly  provided,  or  in  any  manner  to 
apply  to  any  poor  or  other  parochial  rates  which  may 
be  raised  in  the  parish  &x;.,  or  to  the  maintenance  or 
relief  of  poor  persons,  6cc.,  or  to  any  powers  relating  to 
any  such  rates,  or  holding  vestries,  or  appointment  or 
powers  of  parish  officers,  &c.,  "save  and  except  as  to 
church  rates  in  so  far  as  the  same  are  regulated  by  the 
provisions  of  this  Act ;  but  the  original  parish  shall  to 
all  such  purposes  remain  and  continue  in  law  a  parish 
to  all  intents,   as   if  no  such  division   thereof  into 
separate  parishes  or  district  parishes  had  been  made.'^] 
Sect.  70  authorizes  rates  for  the  repairs  of  district 
churches;    and  sect.  71   subjects  the  district  to  the 
repairs  of  the  original  parish  church  for  twenty  years. 
Sect  78  provides  for  the  election  of  churchwardens  for 
every  church  or  chapel  built  under  that  Act,  one  by  the 
incumbent  and  the  other  by  the  inhabitant  householders 
residing  in  the  district  to  which  the  church  or  chapel 
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beloiigs.  The  Amending  Act^  69  O.  8.  c.  184^  effects  iges. 
the  same  object  of  boilding  chnrches  in  populous  parishes  j^e  Qusm 
in  another  way.  Sect.  16  empowers  the  Commissioners, 
subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  in  the  former  Act^  to 
asngn  a  district  to  any  chapel  already  existing  or  built, 
without  dividing  the  parish  into  districts.  The  district 
of  }Fear  is  the  case  of  a  district  formed  under  that  sec- 
tion. Sect  28  empowers  the  churchwardens  &c.  of  any 
pariah  or  division  of  any  parish,  or  of  any  consolidated 
or  district  chapelry,  to  recover  church  rates :  "  Provided 
always,  that  any  churchwardens  or  chapelwardens  ap- 
pointed under  the  provisions  of  the  said  recited  Acf^ 
58  G.  8.  e.  46.,  ''or  this  Act  shall  not  in  virtue  of  such 
office  be  deemed  overseers  of  the  poor.'' 

By  the  New  Parishes  Act,  1848,  6  &  7  Vici.  c.  87. 
«.  16.,  it  is  enacted,  that  when  any  church  or  chapel 
shall  be  built,  purchased,  or  acquired  in  any  district 
constituted  under  the  Act,  such  district  shall,  after  the 
consecration  of  the  church  or  chapel,  be  and  be  deemed 
anew  parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes.  And  sect.  17 
provides  for  the  dection  of  churchwardens  for  such  new 
parisL  [CrompUm  J.  Officers  for  the  whole  parish 
are  wanted  for  parochial  purposes  other  than  ecclesias- 
tical: as  to  them  these  districts  are  left  in  the  state 
they  were  in  before.  Montague  Smith,  referred  to  the 
proviso  at  the  end  of  sect.  17,  by  which  nothing  in  the 
Act  contained  ''shall  render  any  such  churchwardens 
liable  or  competent  to  perform  the  duties  of  overseer  of 
the  poor  in  respect  of  such  their  office  of  churchwardens ;" 
and  to  sect.  18,  by  which,  "until  Parliament  shall  other- 
wise determine,  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  con- 
strued to  affect  or  alter  any  rights,  privileges,  or  liabilities 
whatsoever,  ecclesiastical  or  civil,  of  any  parish,  chapelry, 
or  district,  except  as  is  herein  expressly  provided.'^] 
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1868.  By  the  New  Pariflhea  Act,  1856,   19  &  20  Ftct 

TheQuBBH  ^«  104.  s.  15.,  the  incumbent  of  every  new  parish  created 
Stbvkhs,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  stat  6  &  7  Vict»  c.  87.  or 
of  Stat  7  &  8  VicL  c.  94.,  shall  have  sole  and  exdusive 
cure  of  souls  and  the  exclusive  right  of  performing  all 
ecclesiastical  offices  within  the  limits  of  the  same,  for 
the  resident  inhabitants  therein,  ''who  shall  for  all 
ecclesiastical  purposes  be  parishioners  thereof,  and  of 
no  other  parish,  and  such  new  parish  shall,  for  the 
like  purposes,  have  and  possess  all  and  the  same  rights 
and  privileges,  and  be  aJBfected  with  such  and  the  same 
liabilities,  as  are  incident  or  belong  to  a  distinct  and 
separate  parish,  and  to  no  other  liabilities.''  The  effect 
of  this  section  is,  that  the  parishioners  of  the  district  are 
excluded  from  intermeddling  in  the  ecdesiafltical  affairs 
of  the  parish  of  Tapsham  ;  and  they  would  contravene 
it  by  voting  in  the  election  of  an  officer  some  of  whose 
duties  are  ecclesiastical.  [Wigktman  J.  The  liability 
of  the  inhabitants  of  the  district  to  the  poor  rate  for  the 
whole  parish  continues ;  and  that  must  be  a  liability  as 
parishioners  of  TopshanL]  [Sect.  14  was  also  referred 
to.] 

Montague  Smith  {Kingdan  with  him),  contra,  was  not 
called  upon. 

WioHTMAN  J.  All  doubt  vaniBhes  on  reading  the 
sections  of  stat  58  O.  3.  c.  45.  and  the  other  Church 
Building  Acts.  After  the  district  of  Wear  was  assigned 
to  the  chapel  of  St,  Luke  under  stat  59  O.  8.  c.  134. 
5. 16.,  it  became  a  separate  parish  for  all  ecclesiastical  pur- 
poses, and  the  inhabitant  householders  had  power  to  elect 
churchwardens,  who  were  to  act  within  the  district  far 
all  ecclesiastical  purposes ;  but  the  administration  of  the 
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poor  law  in  such  diatricta  remaina  aa  before^  and  there       1868. 

is  to  be  no  appointment  of  oYerseera  in  them.    And    TbeQusn 

once  the  power  of  the  churchwardens  and  oyerseers  of     gn^^^j^g, 

the  original  parish  to  levy  poor  rates  within  the  district 

as  part  of  the  mother  parish^  though  they  are  separate 

parishes  for  ecclesiastical  purposes^  continues^  it  would 

be  Tcry  anomalous  if  the  inhabitants  of  the  district 

had  no  voice  in  the  election  of  the  officers  who  are  to 

lay  those  rates  upon  them.    Nor  do  I  find  any  words 

to  prevent  inhabitants  residing  in  the  district  firom 

Toting  in  the  election  of  churchwardens  as  well  as  oyer- 

seen  of  the  mother  parish^  they  being  directly  interested 

in  the  persons  who  are  to  have  authority  over  them^  in 

asseflfling  the  poor  rate.    A  dear  distinction  is  made  in 

the  statutes  between  ecclesiastical  and  other  parochial 

matters. 

Cbompton  and  Mellob  J  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


The  Queen  against  The  Newpobt  Local  Board  Saturday, 

^  January  17tlu 

of  Health.  :rT7~^~7r 

Public  Health 

1.  UiidflrThePabHeHealthAct,1848»ll&12  Ftc^.  c.  03. «.  60.,  which  if^^  l2Viet. 
empowers  ereiy  Local  Board  of  Health  to  require  the  owners  or  occapieni  ^^  ^^  g^  ^^ 
<if  pfemises  frontixig,  adjoining,  or  abutting  upon  a  street  (not  being  a  street,  * 
lu^way),  to  sewer,  leyel,  pare,  flag,  or  channel  the  same,  and  in  default  Sewering  and 
to  execute  the  works  required,  and  charge  the  ezpences  on  the  owners,  paving^ 
iccording  to  ^e  frontage  of  their  premises,  and  in  such  proportion  as  shall  jpVon^tf. 

be  tttded  by  the  Burreyor,  or,  in  case  of  dispute,  as  shaU  be  settled  by   Bailwmf  and 
arbitration  (having  regard  to  all  the  drcimistances  of  the  case),  the    Ctmal  Com- 
expence  of  each  owner  should  be  apportioned  according  to  the  frontage  ^^^^ 
of  the  premises,  irrespective  of  the  width  of  the  street. 

2.  Under  that  enactment  a  railway  and  canal  Company,  whose  ptremisea 
abut  on  a  street,  but  with  a  fence  between  them  and  the  street,  is  liable 
tobedkarged. 
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1868. 

Th6  QuBBT     O^  appeal  at  the  Manmaidhthire  Quarter  Sesaons  in 

NBim>aT  December,  1861,  against  an  order  of  three  justices 

l^BoMd    for  the  borough  of  Newport,  requiring  the  appdlants, 
of  HgaIui. 

Tlumae  Poweli  and  Thrnntu  Powell  the  younger,  to  pay 

the  sum  of  46/.  195.  9d.  to  the  respondents  for  certain 

sewering  and  flagging  works  therein  mentioned,  the 

Sessions  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 

this  Court  on  the  following  case. 

The  order  appealed  against  was  made  under  The  Pubhc 
Health  Act,  1848,  11  &  12  Ftef.  c.  68.  e.  69. 

The  appellants  are  owners  of  warehouses,  yards,  &c., 
fronting,  adjoining  and  abutting  on  a  roadway  caUed 
Canal  Parade,  and  the  respondents  are  The  Local  Board 
of  Health  of  Newport  Canal  Parade  is  bounded  on  the 
one  side  by  the  houses,  warehouses,  Sbc.  of  the  appellants 
and  others,  and  on  the  other  by  the  fence  of  7%e  Mon- 
mouthshire  Railway  and  Canal  Company.  The  Mon^ 
mouthshire  Railway  and  Canal  Company,  originally  a  canal 
Company  under  stats.  32  O.  8.  c.  102.  and  87  G.  8.  c.  c. 
8.  7.,  were  thereby  required  to  fence  off  the  canal,  towing 
path  and  works  from  the  adjoining  lands,  and,  under 
succeeding  Acts,  laid  down  a  railway  in  addition  to  the 
canal. 

In  November,  1860,  notice  was  given  by  the  respond- 
ents to  the  appellants  (amongst  others)  to  sewer,  level, 
pave,  flag  and  channel  the  part  of  Canal  Parade  upon 
which  their  premises  fronted,  adjoined  and  abutted ;  and, 
in  consequence  of  their  non-compliance  with  that  order, 
the  works  mentioned  and  referred  to  in  the  notice  were 
executed  by  the  respondents,  and  the  expences  incurred 
therein  were,  in  July,  1861,  settled  by  the  surveyor  in 
the  proportions  following : 
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''Boedway  and  Payements^  Sec.     Canal  Parade.    I       ises, 

hereby  apportion  the  costs  of  laying  down  new  flagged.    The  Quxxh' 

curbed  and  asphalted  footways,  and  of  forming  roadways,     ^  ^* 

&&,  on  Canal  Parade  between  Llanarth  Street  and  Gran-    I'ocal  Board 

of  Health. 
ville  Street  amongst  the  owners  or  lessees  of  the  several 

properties  adjoining  as  foUows;  the  costs  of  the  roadway 

at  the  different  street  ends  as  well  as  the  sewer  gratings 

being  paid  by  the  Local  Board  of  Health.'^ 

Then  followed  a  schedule  with  columns  headed 
"  Owner^  Agent  or  Lessee/'  ''Description  of  Property," 
''C!oBt,''  in  which  the  appellants  and  other  owners  or 
leasees  were  assessed,  the  sum  apportioned  to  the  appel- 
lants being  457.  Ids.  9d. ;  but  The  Monmouthshire  Bail- 
way  and  Canal  Company  were  not  assessed. 

It  was  contended  by  the  respondents  that  this  appor- 
tiomnent  was  condusiye  for  want  of  a  written  statement 
of  objection  by  the  appellants  within  three  months  from 
aenrioe  on  them  of  notice  of  it;  but  the  Court  decided 
for  the  appellants. 

In  consequence  of  the  non-payment  by  the  appellants 
of  their  proportion  of  the  above  expences,  the  order  ap- 
pealed against,  dated  the  20th  November^  1861,  was  duly 
made  and  served  upon  the  appellants;  and  notice  of 
^ffeaH,  directed  to  the  respondents,  was  served  upon 
them  the  same  day,  containing,  among  others,  the  fol- 
lowing grounds  of  appeal  ''  Because  the  amount  of  the 
expences  so  charged  to  us,  and  which  the  said  order 
requires  us  to  pay,  had  not  been  duly  apportioned  by 
your  surveyor.  Because  a  moiety^  or  some  part  of  the 
amount  was  due  from  The  Monnumthshire  Railway  and 
Cmal  Company!* 

At  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  it  was  contended,  amongst 
other  things,  by  the  appellants^  that  the  amount  of  the 
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expences  so  charged  to  them^  and  which  the  order 
required  them  to  pay^  had  not  been  dnl  j  apportioned  by 
the  respondents'  surveyor,  because  a  moiety,  or  some 
part  of  the  said  amount,  was  due  from  TTle  Monmouth" 
shire  Railway  and  Canal  Company,  and  the  Court  decided 
in  their  favour,  and  discharged  the  order  of  the  justices. 

It  was  further  contended  by  the  appellants  that  the 
principle  adopted  by  the  respondents  was  wrong,  inas- 
much as  the  expence  was  apportioned  according  to  the 
length  and  width  of  the  roadway  in  firont  of  the  indi- 
vidual premises,  instead  of  by  a  division  of  the  whole 
expence  according  to  the  longitudinal  measurement;  and 
the  Court  decided  that  point  also  in  favour  of  the 
appellants. 

If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Sessions 
were  right  in  quashing  the  order  on  either  of  these 
points,  the  order  of  the  justices  was  to  be  discharged, 
and  the  order  of  the  Sessions  was  to  stand.  If  this 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Sessions  were  wrong 
upon  both  these  points,  then  the  order  of  the  justices 
was  to  be  confirmed  and  the  appeal  discharged.  If  this 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  on  the  second  point, 
the  Sessions  should  have  reduced  the  amount  of  the 
expences  named  in  the  order  instead  of  quashing  it,  then 
the  order  of  the  justices  was  to  be  confirmed^  and  the 
expences  to  be  paid  by  the  appellants  be  reduced  firom 
457.  195.  9d.  to  45L  149.  9d. 


Smythies  {J.  J.  Powell  with  him),  for  the  appellants. — 
First  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  11  &  12  Vict 
c.  63.  s,  69.  enacts,  that  in  case  any  street  (not  being  a 
highway)  "  be  not  sewered,  levelled,  paved,  flagged,  and 
channelled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Local  Board  of 
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Healih^  such  Board  may,  by  notice  in  writing  to  the 
owners  or  ocenpiers  of  the  premises  fronting,  adjoin  ng, 
or  abutting  npon  such  parts  thereof  as  may  require  to 
be  aewered,  levelled,  paved,  flagged,  or  channelled,  re- 
quire them  to  sewer,  level,  pave,  flag,  or  channel  the 
same  within  a  time  to  be  specified  in  such  notice ;  and 
if  such  notice  be  not  complied  with,  the  said  Local 
Board  may,  if  they  shall  think  fit,  execute  the  works 
referred  to  therein ;  and  the  expences  incurred  by  them 
in  so  doing  shall  be  paid  by  the  owners  in  default,  accord- 
ing to  the  frt>ntage  of  their  premises,  and  in  such  pro- 
portion as  shall  be  settled  by  the  surveyor,  or  in  case  of 
dispute  as  shall  be  settled  by  arbitration  (having  regard 
to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case)  in  the  manner 
provided  for  by  this  Act ;  and  such  expenses  may  be 
recovered  from  the  last  mentioned  owners  in  a  summary 
manner,  or  the  same  may  be  declared  by  order  of  the 
said  local  Board  to  be  private  improvement  expences, 
and  be  recovered  in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided.'' 
The  surveyor,  in  apportioning  among  the  de&ulting 
owners  the  expenses  of  work  done  by  the  Board,  has 
exonerated  The  Monmouthshire  RaUway  Company  from 
all  payment  on  the  ground  that  they  received  no  benefit 
because  their  railway  was  fenced  off  from  and  had  no 
communication  with  the  street  By  the  Statute  of 
Sewers,  23  H.  8.  c.  5.,  no  person  was  to  be  rated  unless 
benefited ;  but  by  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  the 
expences  are  to  be  charged  on  all  whose  premises  front, 
adjoin  or  abut  on  the  street,  and  the  surveyor  has  no 
duty  but  that  of  measurement,  all  the  owners  of  such 
property  being  taxed  for  an  assumed  benefit. 

Secondly.     The  expenses  have  not  been  apportioned 
according  to  the  ''frontage,'^  that  is,  ''the  length  of 
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1868.        boundary  towards  the  streef '  of  the  premises  charged. 
The  QuMK    butj  according  to  that  lengthy  multiplied  by  the  width  of 
Nbwpoet     ^^^  Street,  giving  a  superficial  instead  of  a  linear  measure. 
^SfH^aSf    '^^  ^^^  " fipontage/'  though  not  found  in  the  Diction- 
aries of  Johnson,  Webster  or  JRichardson,  is  well  known 
to  surveyors.     ICrompton  J.    The  Legislature  has  not 
thought  it  worth  while  to  vary  the  liability  according  to 
the  width  of  the  street] 

Webby  (with  him  GranviUe  Somerset),  for  the  respond^ 
ents. — ^First.  The  power  intended  to  be  given  to  the 
Local  Board  by  sect  69  was  to  charge  the  owners  or 
occupiers  of  premises  on  either  side  of  the  street  in 
proportion  to  the  benefit  received  by  them.  \Mettor  J. 
The  section  assumes  that  the  premises  on  both  sides  of 
the  street  would  be  benefited  by  the  works  to  be  ordered. 
Crompton  J.  The  premises  of  the  appellants  receive 
the  benefit  intended  by  the  section,  which  is  the  having 
a  street  in  firont'of  them.  Mellor  J.  Suppose  the  whole 
firontage  of  premises  abutting  upon  the  part  of  the 
street  requiring  to  be  sewered,  paved>  &c  was  a  dead 
wall,  but  a  way  to  the  premises  started  a  little  before 
that  part]  Railway  premises  are  not  rateable  at  all. 
[^Smythies. — By  the  interpretation  dause,  sect.  2^  the 
word  ''premises''  shall  include  messuages,  buildings, 
lands,  and  hereditaments  of  any  tenure.  WtghbtniMn  J. 
The  appellants  come  within  the  terms  of  sect  69. 
Crompton  J.    And  the  other  point  is  still  dearer.] 

Per  Curiam  :  (Wiohtman,  Crompton  and  MxLU>a  J  J.) 
Order  of  Sessions  afiBrmed. 
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The  Queen  against  The  Inhabitants  of  St.       saturd^, 

_.  January  17th. 

Alemund,  Debby.  ■- 


On  the  26th  October,  an  order  for  the  lemoyal  of  a  pauper  from  A*  to   removal, 
C  was  serred  on  the  OTeneen  of  C.    On  the  6th  ^oiwwA^r  a  letter  waa    Copy  depoti- 
vritten  to  the  OTerseera  of  A.  by  the  aasiatant  overseer  of  C  applying   tiona* 
for  a  copy  of  the  depositions  of  the  grounds  of  remoTal,  adding,  "  as   Notice  of 
it  }B  intended  to  appeal  against  such  order  of  removal**    No  notice  was  m>ea/. 
taken  of  this  letter.    On  the  llth  December  a  formal  notice  of  appeal    ^^  #  ^^  *^^* 
vss  given  by  the  overseers  of  C.  to  the  overseers  of  A,    On  the  20Ui  c.  31.  e.  3. 
Ikcember  application  was  made  by  the  overseers  of  C.  to  the  clerk  to 
the  justices  fijr  a  copy  of  the  depositions,  which  was  received  on  the 
next  day,  and  notice  was  given  to  the  overseers  of  ^.  that  the  appeal 
would  be  entered  and  respit^  at  the  next  Sessions,  which  was  aooording^y 
done.    Held,  that  the  Qnarter  Sessions  had  no  jnzisdiction  to  enter  and 

T'te  ihe  appeal ;  inasmuch  as, 
Hie  ajpuication  for  a  copy  of  the  depositions  beinfl  made  to  tlie 
omseers  of  tne  removing  parisn,  and  not  to  the  dedc  to  the  justices,  was 
not  sufficient  within  stat  11  &  12  Viet.  e.  31.  s.  3. 
2.  The  letter  of  the  6tii  Ifovetg^er  was  not  a  notice  of  appeal 

nPHIS  was  a  rale  calling  on  the  prosecutors  to  shew 
cause  why  an  order  of  Sessions^  made  in  an  appeal 
between  the  inhabitants  of  the  township  of  Crickt  in  the 
county  of  Derby y  appellants^  and  the  inhabitants  of  the 
township  of  St.  Alkmundy  in  the  borough  of  Derby, 
respondoits^  touching  the  settlonent  of  Hannah  Hud' 
ion  and  her  three  children,  whereby  it  was  ordered  that 
the  said  appeal  be  entered  and  respited,  should  not  be 
quashed. 

An  order  of  removal  of  Hannah  Hudson,  wife  of 
George  Hudson,  and  their  three  children,  dated  the 
23d  October,  1861,  and  accompanied  by  a  statement  of 
chargeability,  was  sent  by  post,  addressed  to  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of 
Crick,  on  the  25th  October,  1861,  and  was  received  by 
them  on  or  about  flie  80th  October.  On  the  6th  Novem^ 
her,  by  the  direction  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 
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1868.        of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Cfrick,  the  asaistant  over- 
Tbe  QuEBx    ^^^  wrote  and  sent  by  post,  addressed  to  the  chiireh- 
inhabitantB  of  ^^^ns  and  oYeneers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of 
^'DiS^T?"^  5fc  Alkmund,  the  foUowing  letter  :— 

"  The  Parish  of  Crick,  Nov.  6th,  1861. 
''  To  the  Parish  of  SSL  Alkmund,  Derby. 
"  Gentlemen, 
''The  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish 
of  Crick  have  ordered  me  to  apply  to  you  for  a  copy  of 
the  depositions  of  the  grounds  of  removal  of  (reorge 
Hudson,  a  pauper  lunatic^  now  charged  to  the  parish  of 
St.  Alkmund.    Also  I  hereby  apply  for  a  copy  of  the  de- 
positions of  the  grounds  of  removal  of  Hannah  Hudson, 
wife  of  Cteorge  Hudson,  and  Isaac  George,  aged  6  yean, 
Elizabeth  and  Sarah  Ann,  their  three  children,  as  it  is 
intended  to  appeal  against  such  ovAsac  of  removaL 
"  To  the  Churchwardens  and      ''  I  am.  Gentlemen, 
"  Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  the  "  Yours  truly, 

«  Parish  of  SL  Alkmund.''        (Signed)  "A  W.  Smith, 
''Assistant  Overseer  of  Crick." 
This  letter  was  received  by  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers  of  the  township  of  S^.  Alkmund  on  the  7th 
November. 

No  notice  of  this  application  was  taken  by  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  township  of  St» 
Alkmund,  the  reason  given  in  the  affidavit  for  the  re- 
spondents being  that  the  custom  always  was  for  such 
application  to  be  made  to  the  clerk  to  the  justices 
making  such  order,  and  that  sect  S  of  the  11  &  12  VicL 
c.  81.  pointed  him  out  as  the  proper  party  to  fomish 
such  copy  depositions. 

On  the  21st  November  the  paupers  were  removed 
under  the  order. 
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On  the  11th  December  a  formal  notice  of  appeal        1863. 

against  the  order  was  given ;  and  on  the  20th  December  ""f^  queek 

application  for  a  copy  of  the  depositions  was  made  by  7-       ^ 

the  assistant  overseer  of  the  township  of  Crick  to  the  St,  Alkmumd, 

Derby. 
dent  to  the  justices  who  made  the  order  of  removal : 

and  such  copy  was  received  by  the  churchwardens  and 
OTerseers  of  the  township  of  Crick  on  the  2l8t  December: 
and,  on  the  26th  December ,  their  attorney  wrote  a  letter 
to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  township  of 
A.  Alkmund,  informing  them  that^  the  copy  depositions 
having  been  delivered  only  on  the  21st  inst.,  the  over- 
seers of  the  township  of  Crick  would  not  try  the  appeal 
at  the  next  Epiphany  Sessions  for  the  borough^  but 
merely  enter  and  respite  it.  A  motion  to  enter  and  respite 
the  appeal  was  accordingly  made  at  those  Sessions^  on 
the  ground  that  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
appellant  township  had  not  had  time  after  the  receipt  of 
the  copy  of  the  depositions  to  give  notice  of  appeal^  serve 
grounds  of  appeal,  and  prepare  for  the  trial  of  it.  The 
motion  was  opposed  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 
of  the  respondent  township^  on  the  ground  that^  as  the 
application  for  copy  of  depositions  to  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  respondent  township  was  informal, 
and  should  have  been  made  to  the  derk  to  the  justices 
making  such  order;  and  that,  as  no  notice  of  appeal  had 
been  given  within  the  twenty-one  days  after  the  service 
of  the  grounds  of  removal,  as  required  by  the  11  &  12 
Viet  c,  81.  s.  9.;  and  as  no  application  for  copy  of  the 
depositions  was  made  to  the  proper  officer  until  long 
after  the  expiration  of  the  twenty-one  days  allowed  by 
the  11  &  12  Viet  c.  81.  s,  9.)  the  appellants  were  out  of 
Court,  the  Beoorder  having  no  discretionary  power  in 
VOL.  III.  2  a  b.  &;  s. 
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1863.        ^®  matter.    The  Beoorder  however  made  an  order  tliat 
TheQcra"  *^®  appeal  should  be  entered  and  respited. 

Inhabitants  of 

St.  Auuiuins       Caoe  shewed  cause. — First.  The  application  made  in 
Dbkbt. 

the  letter  of  the  assistant  overseer  of  the  appellants  to  the 

respondents^  for  a  copy  of  the  depositions  on  which  the 
order  of  removal  was  founded,  was  a  sufficient  applica- 
tion within  the  meaning  dT  staL  11  &  12  Fiiet  c.  31. «.  3., 
which  enacts  that  the  derk  to  the  justices  who  make 
any  order  of  removal  shall  keep  the  depositions  on  which 
it  was  made^  and  shall^  within  sev^i  days,  furnish  a  copy 
of  them  to  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the  parish  to 
which  the  removal  is  directed  to  be  madet,  if  such  over- 
seers or  guardians  shall  apply  for  sueh  oopy^  and  pay  for 
the  same  at  a  specified  rate.  The  application  may  be 
made  to  the  clerk  of  the  justices^  or  to  the  overseers  of 
the  removing  parish.  Sect  9,  which  requires  that  notice 
of  appeal  shall  be  given  within  twenty-one  days  after  the 
notice  of  chargeabihtyand  statement  of  the  grounds  of 
removal  have  been  sent,  allows  a  further  period  of  fourteen 
days,  if ''  within  such  period  of  twenty-one  days  a  copy  of 
the  depositions  shall  have  been  applied  for  as  aforesaid" 
by  the  overseers  of  the  parish  to  which  the  order  is 
directed.  [Crwnpton  J.  Why  should  the  appellants 
apply  to  the  overseers  of  the  removing  parish  who  have 
not  got  the  depositions?]  They  may  not  know  who  is  the 
clerk  of  the  justices?  [Mellar  J.  The  derk  of  the 
justices  is  to  furnish  copies  of  the  depositions  to  the 
overseers  of  the  parish  to  which  the  removal  is  directed^ 
upon  payment  of  certain  fees.]  The  appellants  were 
misled  by  the  respondents  taking  no  notice  of  the  letter 
applying  for  a  copy  of  the  depositions ;  and  therefore 
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the  respondents  cannot  be  heard  to  say  that  the  .appli-        1868. 
cation  made  to  them  was  insuflScient.  The  Queen 

Secondly.  The  letter  was  a  good  notice  of  appeal,  and  intabiVantB  of 
therefore  the  notice  was  in  time.  [Crompton  J.  The  St.  Alkmukd, 
appellants  hardly  meant  it  to  be  considered  as  a  notice 
of  appeal  until  they  had  seen  the  depositions.]  The 
letter  would  lead  the  respondents  to  make  preparation 
for  the  appeal,  and  render  the  appeUants  liable  for  costs 
if  they  fSdled. 

Bi^es  SerjL  and  Metcalfe,  who  appeared  to  support 
the  role,  were  not  called  upon. 

WiGHTMAN  J.  The  words  of  stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c.  31. 
s.  8.  are  dear  that  the  application  for  a  copy  of  the 
depositions  is  to  be  made  to  the  clerk  of  the  justices ; 
and  it  is  not  a  sufficient  excuse  for  non-compliance  with 
that  enactment  that  the  officers  of  the  parish  to  which 
the  order  is  directed  may  be  wholly  unaware  who  the 
derk  to  the  remoying  justices  is,  and  that  the  respond- 
ents ought  to  have  informed  them  that  they  were  wrong 
in  applying  to  them. 

With  respect  to  notice  of  appeal  having  been  giyen, 
the  letter  of  the  assistant  overseer  does  not  profess  to 
be  a  notice,  and  the  appellants  themselves  shewed  that 
they  did  not  mean  it  to  be  such,  as  they  afterwards  sent 
a  r^nlar  notice.  The  phrase  ''as  it  is  intended  to 
appeal,''  means  if  ground  for  doing  so  should  be  dis- 
covered when  the  depositions  were  sent. 

CaoMFTON  and  Msllob  J  J.  concurred. 

Bule  absolute. 

2  A  2 
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Tuesday, 
January  2XMi. 

Nuisances 
Removal  Act 
for  England, 
1855,  19  #  20 
Vict.  c.  121. 
M.  2. 19. 
'Order. 
Costs  and 
expences. 
Ovmer. 


In  re  The  Guardians  of  the  Poor  of  Blything 
Union  against  Wabton. 

On  the  26tli  June,  1861,  an  order  of  Justices  was  made  under  The 
Nuisances  BemoTal  Act  for  England,  1856,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  121.,  on  the 
owner  of  premises,  to  abate  certain  nuisances,  and  was  served  by  being 
left  on  the  premises.  The  order  not  having  been  obeyed,  the  locil 
authority,  on  the  16th  July,  commenced  the  necessary  works,  which  were 
finished  on  the  7th  September.  The  owner  was  resident  in  Australia^ 
and  on  the  2lBt  May,  ld61,  executed  a  power  of  attorney  to  the  defendant 
to  receive  the  rents :  the  defendant  received  the  power  of  attorney  oo 
the  22d  July,  and  acted  upon  it  by  receiving  tibe  rents  due  at  Miciadvuu. 
By  sect.  2  Ae  word  "  owner*'  includes  any  person  receiying  the  rents  as 
trustee  or  agent.  By  sect  19,  the  costs  and  expences  incurred  in 
obtaining  an  order  and  in  carrying  the  same  into  effect,  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  money  paid  for  the  use  and  at  the  request  of  the  person  on  whom 
the  order  is  made ;  and  in  case  of  nuisances  by  the  act  or  default  of  the 
owner,  the  premises  shall  be  and  continue  chargeable ;  and  such  costs 
and  expences  may  be  recovered  in  any  county  or  superior  Court.  Held, 
that  the  defendant,  not  being  "  owner^'  within  sect.  2  at  the  time  when 
the  order  was  made,  was  not  liable  to  an  action  for  the  costs  and 
expences  under  sect.  19. 


/^  ASE  on  appeal  from  the  County  Court  of  Suffolk, 
holden  at  HalestocrtL 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  firom  the  defendant, 
as  the  owner  of  premises  situate  at  SoUierton^  in  the 
county  of  Suffolk,  within  the  meaning  of  The  Nuisances 
Removal  Act  for  England,  1S5B,  18  &;  19  Viet  e.  121., 
the  sum  of  212.  I2s.  Id.,  as  money  paid  for  the  use  and 
at  the  request  of  the  defendant^  being  the  amount  of 
expenses  incurred  by  the  plaintiflb  as  the  local  autho- 
rity, in  obtaining  and  carrying  out  an  order  of  jus- 
tices, made  on  the  26th  June,  a.  d.  1861,  under  that 
Act,  for  the  abatement  of  nuisances  then  existing  upon 
the  premises. 

The  premises  were  known  to  be  the  property  of  W^. 
Suggate,  who,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
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proceedings  to  abate  the  nuisances  hereinafter  mentioned, 
was^  and  continued  to  be  resident  in  Australia. 

The  defendant,  who  is  a  solicitor  residing  and  carrying 
on  his  profession  in  or  near  London,  on  the  22d  July^ 
1861,  received  firom  W.  Suggate  a  power  of  attorney  to 
receive  the  rents  of  the  premises,  which  power  of 
attorney  had  been  executed  by  W,  Suggate,  without  the 
defendant's  knowledge  or  consent  in  Australia,  on  the 
2l8t  May,  1861.  From  and  after  the  22nd  July,  1861, 
bat  not  before,  the  defendant  acted  as  agent  for  the  real 
owner  and  receiver  of  the  rents  under  the  power  of 
attorney.  The  rents  were  received  once  a  year,  at 
Michaelmas :  the  defendant  received  them  at  Michaelmas, 
1861,  for  the  year  preceding  that  date. 

On  the  2d  February,  1861,  the  Inspector  of  Nuisances 
for  the  ffenhaston  district  of  the  Blything  Union,  within 
which  the  premises  are  situated,  reported  in  writing  to 
the  Board  of  Guardians  of  the  Poor  of  the  Blything 
Union,  the  local  authority  under  the  Nuisances  Removal 
Acts,  that*  there  existed  upon  the  premises  certain 
nuisances.  Nothing  was  done  upon  such  report  until 
the  19th  June,  1861,  on  which  day,  Mr.  White,  the 
derk  to  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Blything  Union, 
on  their  behalf  as  the  local  authority,  laid  an  informa- 
tion against  the  owner  of  the  premises,  under  the 
Nuisances  BemoTal  Act  for  England,  1855,  **  that  in 
or  upon  the  premises  above  mentioned  the  following 
nuisances  existed,  to  wit,  &;c,  and  that  the  said  nuisances 
were  caused  by  the  act  or  default  of  the  owner  of  the 
said  premises  -/'  upon  which  information  a  summons  was 
issued,  dated  the  19th  June,  1861,  and  directed  to  the 
owner  of  the  premises,  calling  upon  him  to  appear  at 
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1863.        the  Yoseford  Petty   Sessions^  on  the  26th  June,  then ' 
lure        instant,  to  answer  the  above  complaint.     The  snmmons 
^^^;;f  was  served  by  being  left  upon  the  premises,  and  not 
Union       ^pon  the  defendant;  and  on  the  26th  Jtme,  1861,  the 
Wabtoh.     case  came  on  for  hearing.    No  one  appeared  on  behalf 
of  the  owner  of  the  premises,  and  the  service  in  manner 
aforesaid  of  the  summons  having  been  proved,  and  the 
evidence  heard,  an  order  was  made  directed  to  the 
owner  of  the  premises,  and  dated  on  the  26th  .Aeii^,  1861. 
The  order,  which  was  in  the  form  given  in  Schedule 
(E.)  to  the  Act,  after  reciting  the  information  and  the 
proof  of  the  service  of  the  summons  in  manner  afore- 
said, proceeded  as  follows : — **  Now,  upon  proof  here 
had  before  us,  that  the  nuisances  so  complained  of  do 
exist  on  the  said  premises,  and  that  the  same  are  caused 
by  the  act  or  default  of  the  owner  of  the  said  premises : 
We,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  Act  do  order  the  said 
owner,  within  seven  days  firom  the  service  of  this  order 
or  a  true  copy  thereof  according  to  the  said  Act,''  &c : 
the   order  specified  the  acts  neoessaiy  to  abate  the 
nuisances,  and  directed  that,  in  the  event  of  the  order  not 
being  complied  with,  the  Guardians  of  the  Poor  of  the 
Blything  Union  should  execute  it  themselves. 

The  order  was  served  by  being  left  on  the  premises, 
but  was  never  served  on  the  defendant ;  and,  not  having 
been  obeyed  by  the  owner  of  the  premises,  the  plaintifis 
directed  their  clerk  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  cany 
it  out,  and  abate  the  nuisances,  which  was  accordingly 
done.  The  necessary  works  were  commenced  on  the 
16th  July,  1861,  and  finished  on  the  7th  September 
following.  Nothing  more  was  done  than  was  necessary 
to  abate  the  nuisances.    By  order  of  the  Guardians  of 


XXVI.  VICTORIA. 


355 


the  Toot  of  the  BIythinff  Union^  such  clerk  subsequently 
to  the  22nd  Jufy,  1861,  paid  the  tradesmen's  bills  for  the 
above  works,  amounting  altogether  to  19/.  16«.  7d.j 
which,  with  1/.  5s.  6(L,  the  costs  of  the  order,  and  10«. 
allowed  to  such  derk  for  superintending  the  works, 
made  up  21/.  12s.  Id.,  the  amount  sued  for.  This  sum 
did  not  exceed  one  year's  rack  rent  of  the  premises.  • 

The  defendant^  who  appeared  at  the  trial  in  person, 
contended  that  he  was  not  liable,  as  he  was  not  the 
owner  of  the  premises  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Nuisances  Bemoval  Act  for  England,  1855,  inasmuch 
as  he  did  not  receive  the  power  of  attorney  till  the  22nd 
July,  1861,  after  the  order  to  abate  the  nuisances  was 
made  and  executed. 

The  judge  of  the  County  Court  decided  against  the 
objection,  and  a  verdict  and  judgment  were  given  for  the 
plaintaffis  for  the  sum  of  21/.  12s.  Id. 
.  The  grounds  of  the  determination  of  the  judge  were, 
that  the  defendant  became,  on  the  22nd  July,  1861,  an 
owner  within  the  meaning  of  The  Nuisanceis  Bemoval 
Act  for  England,  1855,  as  he  then,  at  all  events,  became 
the  receiver  of  the  rents  as  agent  for  W.  Suggate,  the 
real  owner,  and  he  was  such  owner  from  that  time  tmtil 
action  brought,  and  at  the  time  when  the  bills  were 
paid;  that  under  the  drcumstaaces,  and  by  virtue  of 
the  provisions  of  sect.  19  of  that  Act,  the  sum  oi 
2U  12f.  Id.  was  a  chai^  on  the  premises  and  payable 
by  the  person  for  the  time  being  owner  of  the  premises, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  and  that  the  action  was 
therefore  well  brought  against  the  defendant. 

By  the  interpretation  clause,  sect.  2,  of  stat  18  &  19 
Vkst.  c  121.,  ''the  word  'owner'  includes  any  person 
receiving  the  rents  of  the  property  in  reispect  of  which 
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1863.       ^^^^  ^or^  is  used,  firom  the  occupier  of  such  property  on 

j~        his  own  account,  or  as  trustee  or  agent  for  any  other 

^Both^ij^^   person,  or  as  receiver  or  sequestrator  appointed  by  the 

Union        Court  of  Chancery  or  under  any  order  thereof,  or  who 

Waktoh.     would  receive  the  same  if  such  property  were  let  to  a 

tenant.*' 

By  sect  19,  ''All  reasonable  costs  and  expenses  from 
time  to  time  incurred  in  making  a  complaint,  or  giving 
notice  or  in  obtaining  an  order  of  justices  under  this 
Act,  or  in  carrying  the  same  into  eflfect  under  this  Act, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  money  paid  for  the  use  and  at 
the  request  of  the  person  on  whom  the  order  is  made; 
or  if  the  order  be  made  on  the  local  authority,  or  if  no 
order  be  made,  but  the  nuisance  be  proved  to  have 
existed  when  the  complaint  was  ma4e  or  the  notice 
given,  then  of  the  person  by  whose  act  or  default  the 
nuisance  was  caused ;  and  in  case  of  nuisances  caused 
by  the  act  or  default  of  the  owner  of  premises,  the  said 
premises  shall  be  and  continue  chargeable  with  such 
costs  and  expenses,  and  also  with  the  amount  of  any 
penalties  incurred  imder  this  Act,  until  the  same  be 
fully  discharged,  provided  that  such  costs  and  expenses 
shall  not  exceed  in  the  whole  one  year's  rack  rent  of 
the  premises;  and  such  costs  and  expenses  and  penalties, 
together  with  the  charges  of  suing  for  the  same,  may  be 
recovered  in  any  county  or  superior  Court/' 

The  question  for  the  determination  of  this  Court  was, 
Whether  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  case  the 
defendant  was  liable  to  repay  the  Guardians  of  the 
Poor  of  the  Blything  Union  (the  plaintiffs),  the  amount 
sought  to  be  recovered  in  the  County  Court  as  money 
paid  to  the  defendant's  use,  or  at  his  request,  as  owner 
of  the  said  premises. 
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Lu$h  {Stammers  with  him),  for  the  defendant. — The       1868. 
question  is  whether  a  person,  who  becomes  owner  of       juw 
premises  after  an  order  of  the  local  authority  has  been     SLTTHiira 
made,  is  responsible  for  the  expenses  of  works  executed       ^^o^ 
under  sect.  19  of  The  Nuisances  Removal  Act  for  England,      Waktow. 
1855, 18  &  19  Vict.  c.  121.    The  power  of  attorney  to 
receiye  the  rents  reached  the  defendant  after  the  works 
had  been  commenced,  and  he  did  not  begin  to  receive 
the  rents  until  after  the  works  had  been  completed ;  so 
that  he  was  not  owner  within  the  interpretation  clause, 
sect.  2.  When  the  order  was  made  there  was  an  occupier 
of  the  premises  who  might   have  been  served  with  a 
summons  under  sect.  12. 

The  Court  then  called  upon 

BavUl  (F.  M.  White  was  with  him),  for  the  plain- 
tiffs.— The  order  for  these  costs  and  expences  is  not 
made  on  any  individual  by  name :  under  stat.  18  &  19 
VkL  c.  121.  B.  2.,  it  is  made  on  the  person  who  is  owner 
at  the  time.  And  by  sect.  85,  whenever  in  any  pro- 
ceeding under  the  Act  the  owner  or  occupier  of  premises 
is  mentioned  or  referred  to,  ''  it  shall  be  sufficient  to 
designate  him  as  the  '  owner'  or  '  occupier'  of  such  pre- 
mises, without  name  or  further  description.''  The  power 
of  attorney  sent  to  the  defendant  to  receive  the  rents 
was  executed  before  the  order  was  made.  [Cromptan  J. 
The  authority  to  receive  the  rents  cannot  operate  until 
the  person  adopts  or  acts  upon  it :  sect  2  of  the  statute 
says  nothing  about  authority.]  Suppose  the  property 
were  sold  after  one  year's  rent  had  been  paid  and  before 
the  next  year's  rent  had  accrued,  and  thereupon  an 
agent  was  appointed  to  receive  the  rents,  he  would  be  the 
"  owner"  within  sect.  2 ;  otherwise  the  person  who  had 
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1863.        ceased  to  receive  the  rents  would  be  liable.     [Coekhum 
"^[^        C.  J.  referred  to  sect  18.]     Sect.  19  makes  the  expenses 
^Blttbu*  °^   *  charge  on  the  property,  but  there  is  no  clause  enabling 
Union        the  local  authority  to  recover  them  against  the  owner, 
Wabton.      except  in  an  action  under  this  section.    [CramptonJ.   By 
sect.  14  the  person  not  obeying  an  order  for  abatement  of 
a  nuisance  is  liable  to  a  penalty  of  lOf .  per  day  during  his 
default.]  There  is  a  limitation  of  the  costs  and  expences, 
so  that  the  purchaser  cannot  be  subject  to  an  incum- 
*  brance  exceeding  one  year's  rack  rent  ICromptan  J.  The 

plainti£b  must  go  the  length  of  saying  that  the  defend- 
ant was  liable  to  execute  the  works  ordered  to  be 
done  before  he  received  authority  from  the  owner  to 
receive'  the  rents.]  At  the  time  when  the  money  was 
paid  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  this  action  was  brought  by 
them,  the  defendant  had  received  the  rents. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment 
ought  to  be  for  the  defendant.  Under  stat  18  &;  19 
Vict  c.  121.  the  premises  are  to  continue  chaigeable 
with  the  costs  and  expaices  incurred,  but  no  means  are 
provided  for  enforcing  the  charge  against  them,  which 
would  be  the  more  appropriate  remedy:  the  pres^it 
is  a  casus  omissus.  When  there  has  been  default 
in  the  abatement  of  a  nuisance  in  obedience  to  an  ord& 
of  the  local  authority,  they  are  empowered  to  execute 
the  necessary  works  and  charge  with  the  expences  the 
person  on  whom  the  order  was  made.  But  that  does 
not  authorize  them  to  fix  with  a  personal  liability  an  indi* 
vidual  who  has  become  owner  subsequently  to  the  making 
of  the  order ;  which  is  the  position  of  this  defendant. 
The  whole  procedure  under  sect  19  has  reference  to  the 
person  who  was  owner  at  the  time  when  the  order  was 
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made^  or  hj  whose  act  or  default  the  nuisance  was        1868. 
caused.    The  defendant  was  neither;  and  therefore  is        J^ 
not  liable.    Whatever  may  be  the  meaning  of  the  provi-   ^^BLranHo^ 
sion  that  the  premises  ''  shall  be  and  continue  charge*        ^^'°" 
able," — ^whether  that  they  shall  be  chargeable  in  equity,      Wabtoh. 
or  that  judgment  obtained  against  the  owner  shall  be 
available  agunst  a  subsequent  purchaser,  it  is  sufficient 
to  say  that  no  personal  liability  is  imposed  on  this 
defendant. 

CaoMFTON  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  un- 
necessary to  decide  whether  the  definition  of  "  owner," 
in  sect  2,  means  the  person  in  receipt  of  the  rents  at 
the  time  when  the  order  is  made ;  but  it  is  clear  that 
the  defendant  did  not  receive  the  rents,  as  agent,  until  he 
was  in  possession  of  authority  from  the  owner  to  receive 
them,  and  had  assented  to  act  under  it  Therefore  he 
was  not  agent  at  the  time  when  the  order  was  made,  nor 
until  the  greater  part  of  the  works  had  been  executed. 
And  sect.  19  contemplates  proceedings  being  taken 
against  the  person  who  is  owner  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  order.  The  County  Court  judge  relied  on  the 
words  which  make  the  premises  chargeable  with  the 
costs  and  expences ;  but  the  only  mode  provided  of  re- 
covering them  is  by  an  action,  or  by  proceedings  before 
justices,  who  have  the  power  of  apportioning  them 
between  the  persons  by  whose  act  or  default  the  nuisance 
arose;  and  that  action,  as  is  provided  in  the  section, 
must  be  an  action  for  money  paid  for  the  use  and  at 
the  request  of  the  person  on  whom  the  order  was  made, 
or  the  person  by  whose  act  or  default  the  nuisance  was 
caused ;  and  the  defendant  was  neither.  It  could  not 
have  been  intended  to  make  a  difference  in  the  liability 
in  the  two  cases.     If  it  had  been  intended  to  impose  a 
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186B.  penonal  liability,  there  would  liave  been  more  than  a 

~ charge  on  the  premises.    There  is  no  provision  for 

c  ndians  of  reaching  an  owner  in  Atutralia. 
Bltthikq  " 

Y.  MsLLOR  J.  ooncorred. 

^^'*'"-  Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


January  ^Ml 

CSutam, 
Part*  in  the 
United  States 
of  North 
America. 
Evidence, 


Falknbb  and  others  against  Eable  and  others. 

The  custom  in  the  trade  at  Liverpool  that,  in  the  absence  of  special 
stipiilation,  three  fmonths  interest  or  discount  is  deducted  from  fireighto 
payable  nnder  bills  of  lading,  on  goods  coming  from  all  ports  in  the 
tlnited  Sutee  of  North  America^  iras  applied  to  ships  coming  from  the 
ports  of  Ttxae,  when  it  was  admitted  into  the  confederacy  of  the  VnxUd 
Statee  in  1S46 ;  and  on  the  first  shipment  from  California  for  lAwrfod^ 
after  it  became  one  of  the  United  States  in  1848,  Uie  custom  wss  sub- 
mitted to  without  dispute.  The  same  custom  applies  to  all  ships  coming 
from  the  ports  of  British  North  America  and  m>m  South  America.  In 
Uie  case  of  vessels  amring  from  the  East  Indies,  China  and  Australia, 
the  custom  is  to  allow  sixty  days  discount,  and  of  Teasels  from  the  rest 
of  the  world  not  before  mentioned  to  make  no  allowance.  Held  that 
there  was  evidence  from  which  a  juiy  might  infer  that  the  custom  as  to 
shipments  from  the  United  States  oiNSrth  America  extended  to  polls 
inValtfomia, 

nPHE  foUowing  case  was  stated^  without  pleadings^  by 
order  of  a  Judge. 
The  plaintiffs  are  shipowners  and  agents  at  Liverpool^ 
and  they  have  also  a  house  at  «Siin  Francisco^  in  CaKfomia, 
The  defendants  are  merchants  at  Liverpool,  On  the 
30th  November,  I860,  the  plaintifis'  house  at  San 
FrancUeo  chartered  the  British  ship  St  Helena,  then 
lying  at  the  port  of  San  Francisco,  and  bound  for  Liver- 
pool, and  shipped  on  board,  as  part  of  her  cargo,  14,340 
sacks  of  wheat,  for  which  the  master  signed  a  bill  of 
lading,  by  which  the  wheat  was  to  be  delivered  at  the 
port  of  Liverpool  "  unto  order  or  to  assigns,  he  or  they 
paying  freight  for  the  said  wheat  at  the  rate  of  21. 12s.  9d. 
per  ton  of  2240  lbs.,  without  primage,  and  average  accus- 
tomed.'' The  bill  of  lading  was  forwarded  to  the  defend- 
ants, indorsed  to  them,  and,  on  the  arrival  of  the  vessel 
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in  Uverpool^  the  defendants  claimed  and  reoeired  the        1863. 
14,340  sacks  as  indorsees  and  holders  of  the  biU  of      faixhie" 
lading.    On  the  wheat  being  delivered,  a  note  was  ren-       eaeie. 
dered  by  the  agents  for  the  plaintifis  to  the  defendants, 
stating  the  amount  due  for  the  freight  to  be  1657/.  Is.  Id. 
The  defendants  paid  the  plaintiffs  \6S4d.  Ss.  on  accoimt 
of  the  freight,  but  refosed  to  pay  the  balance  22/.  ISs.  Id. 
(being  three  months  discount)  on  the  sole  ground  that, 
by  the  custom  of  Liverpool,  they  were   entitled  to  a 
deduction  of  three  months  discount  from  the  freight. 

It  is  admitted  that,  according  to  the  usual  custom 
prevailing  amongst  merchants  and  shipowners  at  the 
port  of  Liverpool  up  to  the  time  when  CaKforrda  became 
a  part  of  the  United  States  of  North  America  as  herein- 
after mentioned,  in  the  absence  of  special  stipulation, 
three  months  interest  or  discount  is  deducted  from 
freight  payable  under  bills  of  lading  on  goods  coming 
from  all  ports  in  the  United  States  of  North  America, 
whether  such  freights  are  paid  by  the  shippers,  the  con- 
signees named  in  the  bill  of  lading,  or  by  the  assignees 
of  the  bill  of  lading. 

Many  years  ago  a  practice  was  introduced,  and  now 
prevails,  of  stamping  on  the  bills  of  lading  on  shipments 
from  New  York  and  all  parts  to  the  North  of  and  inclu- 
ding Baltimore  the  words  '' freight  payable  in  cash, 
without  discount,^'  and  the  deduction  is  not  made  in 
SQch  cases. 

There  have  been  only  very  recently  any  shipments 
direct  from  Califorma  to  the  port  of  Liverpool,  The 
first  vessel  was  The  Harvey  Birch,  which  arrived  in 
Liverpool  in  November,  1855,  and  the  freight  of  this 
vessel  was  paid  and  received  less  three  months  discount 
without  dispute.  The  next  vessel  to  The  Harvey  Birch 
was  The  St,  Helena,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  present 
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1863.  case*  Several  vessels  have  since  arrived  from  Califmaa, 
Falknir  "  ^^^  *^®  claim  for  discount  has  not  be«i  allowed,  but 
Eablb.       a^a^^  ^^c  decision  in  this  case. 

The  territory  comprised  in  the  present  state  of  Cali- 
fornia formerly  formed  part  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico, 
at  which  time  there  was  no  shipment  of  goods  from 
thence  to  the  port  of  Liverpool  It  was  afterwards  con- 
quered by  and  ultimately  ceded  to  the  United  States  in 
1848^  and  at  first  formed  a  territory  belonging  to  the 
United  States,  and  was  afterwards^  in  1850^  formed  by 
an  Act  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  into  a  sove- 
reign state,  and  became  and  is  one  of  the  states  of  the 
United  States  of  North  America. 

In  1846  the  territory  called  Texas,  which  also  had 

been  part  of  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  was  admitted  as  a 

*  sovereign  stafe  into  the  Confederacy  of  the  United  States. 

From  that  time  it  is  admitted  that  the  above  custom 
has  always  applied  to  ships  coming  from  the  ports  of 
Texas,  but  it  is  not  known  whether  it  had  prevailed 
previously  or  not.  The  same  custom  applies  to  all  ships 
coming  from  the  ports  of  British  North  America.  The 
same  custom  applies  to  all  ships  coming  from  South 
America.  In  the  case  of  vessels  arriving  from  the  East 
Indies,  China  and  Australia,  the  custom  is  to  allow 
sixty  days  discount^  and  of  vessels  from  the  rest  of  the 
world  not  before  mentioned  in  this  case  to  make  no 
allowance. 

The  plaintiffs  contend  that,  under  the  above  circum- 
stances, the  aforesaid  custom  does  not  prevail  as  to  the 
payment  of  fi*eight  from  ports  in  the  State  of  Calif orma. 
The  defendants  contend  that,  under  the  above  drcum* 
stances,  the  aforesaid  custom,  prevailing  with  respect  to 
freight  from  all  other  ports  of  the  United  States  to  tiie 
port  of  Liverpool,  prevails  or  is  binding  with  respect  to 
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the  payment  of  freiglit  on  cargoes  from  ports  in  the        1863. 
State  of  Cahfamia  to  the  port  of  LwerpooL  Falkker 

The  Court  is  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  all  inferences       earlb. 
of  fact  in  the  same  way  as  a  jury  would  be  entitled 
to  do. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are :  First. 
Whether  the  custom  of  the  port  of  Liverpool  to  deduct 
three  months  discount  from  fireight  is  binding  or  extends 
as  to  freight  on  cargoes  from  ports  in  the  State  of  CaK- 
forma.  Secondly.  Whether  the  plaintiffs,  under  the  dr- 
comstances  of  the  case,  are  entitled  to  recover  the  said 
sum  of  22L  ISs.  Id.  from  the  defendants. 

MQwardf  for  the  plaintifis. — This  custom  in  the  trade 
at  Lwerpool,  of  deducting  three  months  interest  or  dis- 
count from  freight,  payable  under  bills  of  lading,  on 
goods  arriving  from  certain  ports,  was  held  good  in 
Brown  v.  Byrne  (a).  [He  also  cited  Hall  v.  Janson  (i) 
as  explaining  the  marginal  note  in  Brown  v.  BymeJ] 
The  question  here  is  whether  the  custom  is  shewn  to 
exist  in  fact  as  regards  shipments  from  California.  The 
only  evidence  of  that  is  that  one  ship  had  arrived  in 
Liverpool  from  California  before  The  St  Helena,  and  in 
that  instance  the  deduction  was  submitted  to  without 
dispute.  If  the  custom  applies  to  California,  the  plain- 
tiffii  wiU  be  deprived  of  a  right  by  virtue  of  an  Act  of 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

MeKih  ( Quain  with  him),  who  appeared  for  the  de- 
fendants, was  not  called  upon. 

CocxBUBN  C.  J.  I  think  that  there  is  evidence  on 
which  a  jury  ought  to  find  that  the  custom  applies  to 

(a)3E.^B.  703.  (b)  4  E.  #  B.  r;00.  510. 
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ships  comiiig  firom  ports  in  Califinrnia.  The  admission 
that  the  custom  has  applied  to  ships  coming  from  the 
port  of  Texas  is  strong  evidence  in  favour  of  its  extend- 
ing to  all  places  as  soon  as  they  become  ports  of 
the  United  States  of  North  America. 


Cbompton  and  Mellob  JJ.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


Tuesday, 
January  27th. 

Construction 
of  contract. 
Condition 
precedent. 


Stadhard  against  Lee  and  another. 


Declaration  for  work  done.  Plea,  that  the  work  was  done  nnder  a 
contract  by  which  the  plaintifP  agreed  to  execute  the  work  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  defendantii  or  their  agent,  with  a  proviso  that  if  the  works 
should  not  proceed  as  rapidly  and  satisfactorily  as  required  by  the  defend- 
ants or  their  agent,  they  should  have  full  power  to  enter  upon  and  take 
possession  of  the  works,  and  pay  whateyer  number  of  men  might  be 
left  unpaid  by  the  plaintifil  ana  might  set  to  work  whatever  number  of 
men  they  might  consider  necessary,  and  that  the  amount  so  paid,  and 
the  costs  of  the  men  so  set  to  work,  should  be  deducted  from  any  moneys 
that  might  be  due  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  defendants,  having 
acted  on  the  proviso,  claimed  to  deduct  the  costs  incurred  by  them  in 
satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's  demand.  Replication,  that  the  works  did 
proceed  as  rapidly  and  satisfactorily  as  the  defendants  reasonably  and 
properly  could  reouire,  and  that  the  defendants  and  their  agent  unrea- 
sonably, improperly  and  capriciously  required  the  works  to  proceed  as 
in  the  plea  alleged.  Held,  on  demurrer,  that  the  replication,  which 
stopped  short  of  alleging  mala  fides  in  Uie  defendants,  was  no  answer  to 
the  plea. 


r\ECLARATION  for  work  and  labour  done,  and 
materials. 
Fourth  plea  to  the  plaintiff's  cldm^  so  £ur  as  relates 
to  work  done.  That  the  work  was  done  under  a  certain 
written  agreement,  made  and  entered  into  by  and 
between  the  defendants  and  the  plaintiff^  in  the  words 
and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say  : — "Memoran- 
dum of  agreement,  made  this  25th  April,  1862,  be- 
tween fVilliam  Lee  and  William  Bowles,  of  &c.,  of  the 
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one  part,  and  Charles  Stadhard,  8cc,  of  the  other  part :        ^863 

The  said  C  Stadliard  hereby  agrees  to  provide  and  —- 

perform  all  labour,  pay  all  workmen's  wages  necessary  ▼. 

for  excavating    the    work    for    such    portion  of  the 
Soaihem  High  Level  Main  Drainage  Works,  situate 
between  rear  of  houses  west  of  Denmark  Hill  and 
Cold  Harbour  Lane,  as  may  be  required  by  the  said 
^.  Lee  and  fF.  Bowles,  or  their  agent,  to  be  done 
and  performed,  and  to  fill  the  earth  into  waggons,  carts 
or  barrows,  and  tip,  fill  in  and  properly  ram  a  suffi- 
cient portion  of  the  earth  over  the  excavated  portion 
of  theaewer,  and  run  and  tip  to  spoil,  as  may  be  directed, 
the  remaining  portion  of  surplus,  and  also  properly ti  m- 
ber  and  protect  the  sides  of  the  trench,  with  cross  struts, 
walls,  poling  boards  and  runners,  and  to  strike  and  con- 
vey and  reset  the  same;  the  works  to  be  done  in  such 
qnaathdes  and  at  such  times  as  the  said  fF.  Lee  and  JF. 
Bmoles,  or  their  agent,  may  direct,  for  the  sum  of  one 
dulling  and  sixpence  per  cubic  yard,  which  quantity  is 
to  be  ascertained  by  measurement  of  the  trench  excavated. 
And  the  said  C  Stadhard  hereby  agrees  to  execute  the 
above  mentioned  work  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  the 
engineer  and  derk  of  works  appointed  by  the  Metropo- 
litan Board  of  Works  as  well  as  to  the  satisfaction  of 
Messrs.  Lee  and  Bowles  or  their  agent.     Provided  that 
if  the  said  works  shall  not  proceed  as  rapidly  and  satis* 
factorily  as  required  by  the  said  W.  Lee  and  W.  Bowks, 
or  their  agent,  they  shall  have  full  power  to  enter  upon 
and  take  possession  of  the  said  works,  and  pay  whatever 
number  of  men  may  be  left  unpaid  by  the  said  C.  Stad- 
hard, and  may  set  to  work  whatever  number  of  men  the 
said  W.  Lee  and  W.  Bowles,  or  their  agent,  may  consider 
necessary,  and  the  amount  so  paid,  and  the  costs  of  the 
VOL.  III.  2  b  b.  &  s. 
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1863.  men  so  aet  to  work  as  last  mentioned,  shall  be  deducted 
Stadhae©  fifom  whatever  moneys  may  be  due  to  the  said  C.SterfAflfd, 
Leb.  ^^^  *^®  amount  of  any  monies  that  may  be  due  to  the 
said  C.  Siadhardshsa  be  ascertained  by  Mr.  J.  A,  vhose 
decision  shall  be  final.  And  the  said  JV.  Lee  and  W.  Bowles 
agree  to  pay  to  the  said  C.  Stadhard  by  weekly  payments 
from  measurement  of  work  done,  at  the  rate  of  95  per 
cent  on  the  total  amount,  the  remaining  5  per  cent. 
being  retained  by  the  said  W.  Lee  and  W.  Bowles  until 
the  completion  of  the  work  herein  contracted  for." 
Averment,  that  the  works  in  the  agreement  men- 
tioned, while  proceeded  with  by  the  plaintiff,  did  not 
proceed  as  rapidly  and  satisfactorily  as  required  by  the 
defendants  and  their  agent ;  and  thereupon  the  defend- 
ants entered  upon  and  took  possession  of  the  works,  and 
paid  certain  men  who  had  been  employed  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  do  the  works  and  were  left  unpaid  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  set  to  work  a  number  of  men  whom  the  defendants 
and  their  agent  considered  necessary  to  finish  the  works, 
at  great  costs  to  the  defendants ;  and  that  the  moneys 
so  paid,  and  the  costs,  equalled  the  plaintiff's  cbiim  for 
such  work  as  aforesaid,  which  moneys  and  costs  bare 
never  at  any  time  been  paid  or  satisfied  by  the  plaintiff 
to  the  defendants,  but  have  always  remained  liable  and 
still  remain  liable  to  be  deducted,  and  are  hereby 
deducted,  from  the  amount  of  the  moneys  due  to  the 
plaintiff  in  respect  of  his  said  last  mentioned  daim. 
Averment  of  performance  of  conditions  precedent 

Replication  to  the  fourth  plea :  that  the  works,  while 
proceeded  with  by  the  plaintiff  as  in  the  fourth  plea 
mentioned,  did  proceed  as  rapidly  and  satisfactorily 
as  the  defendants,  or  their  agent,  reasonably  required, 
and  the  works  then  did  proceed  as  rapidly  and  satisfac- 
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totHy,  according  and  pursuant  to  the  agreement^  as  the        is6d. 
defendants  reasonably  and  properly  could  require;  and     Stadhard 
the  defendants  and  their  agent  unreasonably^  improperly         t^'^ 
and  capriciously  required  the  work  to  proceed  as  in  the 
fourth  plea  alleged. 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  therein. 

The  demurrer  was  ai^ed  {January  20th)  before 
CocKBuuN  C.  J.,  CsoMPTON  and  Mbllob  JJ. 

Quaint  for  the  defendants. — ^The  replication  is  bad 
kft  attempting  to  put  in  issue  the  reasonableness  of  the 
requirement  of  the  defendants  as  to  proceeding  with 
the  works^  whereas  the  contract  gives  them  an  absolute 
discretion  in  such  requirement.  The  proviso  that^  if 
the  works  shall  not  proceed  as  rapidly  and  satisfac- 
torily as  required  by  the  defendants^  they  shall  have 
power  to  enter  upon  the  works  and  set  to  work  whatever 
number  of  men  they  may  consider  necessary^  cannot  be 
construed  to  mean  if  the  works  shall  not  proceed  ''as 
rapidly  and  satisfactorily  as  may  be  reasonably  required^' 
by  the  defendants.  The  contract  reserves  to  the  de- 
fendants an  absolute  power  of  determining  whether  the 
works  proceeded  with  sufficient  rapidity  and  to  their 
aatia&ction;  and  the  plaintiff  has  assented  to  that 
reservation^  trusting  that  nothing  unreasonable  or  im- 
possible win  be  required  by  them.  If  a  man  contracts 
to  do  what  is  unreasonable  or  impossible^  as,  for  instance^ 
to  carry  goods  at  the  rate  of  100  miles  an  hour,  he 
must  perform  the  contract,  or  be  liable  to  damages. 
Where  a  person  contracts  to  do  work  to  the  satisfiEtction 
of  a  surveyor,  the  certificate  of  the  surveyor  is  neces- 
sary to  entitle  him  to  recover;  and  he  cannot  recover 
without  it,  even  if  it  is  withheld  fraudulently;  Scott  v. 
2  B  2 
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1863.        77i€  Ccrparaiim  rf  Liverpool  (a),  MUner  r.  Field  {b). 
SxADHASD     ICramptoH  J.    Those    were  cases   in  which  a  third 
L^         person  was    appointed  to    certify  whether   the  work 
was  well  done,  and  his  certificate  was  held  to  be  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  recover  the  price 
of  the  work ;  and  we  acted  npon  them  in  a  case  daring 
the  present  Term  of  Westwood  t.  The  Secretary  of  SiaU 
for  India,  though  we  also  held  that  the  right  of  the  de- 
fendant to  insist  on  the  penalty  did  not  arise,  the  engineer 
having  ordered  extras  which  made  it  imposdble  to  per- 
form the  contract  within  the  time ;  Hobne  y.  Guppy{c) 
is  to  the  same  effect;   bat  in  Parsons  v.  Sextan {i)^ 
where  the  work  was  to  be  done  to  the  satis&ction  of 
the  other  party,  it  seems  to  have  been  thought  that  it 
would  be  sufficient  if  the  work  was  such  as  ought 
reasonably  to  have  satisfied  him.]    Parsons  v.  Sextan 
was  an  action  upon  an  agreement  by  which  the  plaintiff 
was  to  provide  and  erect  a  specific  engine  for  a  given 
sum,  and  which  contained  a  stipulation  that  the  last 
instalment  should  be  paid  by  the  defendant  on  his  being 
satisfied  with  the  work,  and  fFiUe  C.  J.,  in  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said,  p.  909,  ''  It  appears 
to  us  that  this  stipulation  refers  to  the  work  of  the 
plaintiff  in  erecting  the  engine,  and  not  to  the  engine 
itself;  and  no  question  was  left  to  the  jury  as  to  whether 
that  work  was  such  as  ought  reasonably  to  have  satisfied 
the  defendants;  they  relied  on  dissatisfaction  with  the 
engine,.and  not  with  the  work  of  the  plaintiff  in  erecting 
it:''  but  that  was  merely  a  dictum^  and  not  on  the 
principal  point  in  the  case.    The  nature  of  the  works 

(a)  1  Giff,  216 ;  affirmed  on  appeal,  3  De  Q,  ^  J.  334. 

(b)  5  Exch.  829.  (c)  3  AT.  #  fT.  387. 

(<0  4  C,  B,  899. 
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in  tbe  present  case  renders  it  important  that  they        1863. 
should  be  executed  with  speed.  Stadhabd 


V. 

Ln. 


Shawy  for  the  plaintiff.— The  Court  will  not  give  an 
unreasonable  construction  to  a  contract  unless  the  words 
nsed  \sj  the  parties  force  it  to  do  so.    The  proviso  in 
question  is  not  to  be  construed  as  binding  the  plaintiff 
to  do  more  than  to  perform  the  work  as  rapidly  and 
aatisfiu^torily  as  could  reasonablyand  properly  be  required. 
The  replication  therefore  sufficiently  answers  the  plea  by 
allying  that  this  was  done^  and  that  the  defendants 
unreasonably^  improperly  and  capriciously  required  the 
works  to  proceed  more  rapidly.     This  case  is  like  DalU 
man  v.  Kwg  {a),  where  there  was  a  stipulation  hy  the 
lessee  to  lay  out  200/.  in  repairs  to  be  approved  of  by 
the  lessor,  and  the  lessee  was  to  be  allowed  to  retain 
that  sun  out  of  the  first  year's  rent ;  and  it  was  held 
that  the  lessor's  approval  was  not  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  lessee's  retaining  the  rent,  the  Judges  saying 
that  it  could  not  have  been  intended  that  the  lessor 
might  capriciously  withhold  his  approval.  In  Andrews  v« 
Belfidd  {b),  the  plaintiff  having  contracted  to  build  a 
carriage  in  accordance  with  the  taste  and  convenience 
of  the  defendant,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  reject  it  if  it  did  not  fulfil  that  condition, 
aaauming  always  that  the  defendant  acted  bona  fide, 
and  not  capriciously.     [He  also  relied  on  Parsons  v. 
jSexton  (e).]    In  Braunstein  v.  The  Accidental  Death  In- 
narance  Company  {d)y  where,  in  a  policy  of  insurance  by 
a  Company  against  bodily  injury,  it  was  provided  that 
before  payment  of  the  sum  insured  proof  satisfactory  to 

(a)  4  Binff.  N,  C.  105.  (b)  2  C.  B.  N.  S.  779. 

(e)  4  C,B.  W9.  (d)\B,^  S.  782. 
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1863.  the  directors  of  the  Company  should  be  furnished  by 
Stadhabd  *^®  claimant  of  the  death  or  accident^  together  with  such 
Lss  further  evidence  or  information^  if  any^  as  the  directors 
should  think  necessary  to  establish  the  claim,  it  was  held 
that  this  must  be  understood  to  mean  such  evidence  or 
information  as  the  directors  might  reasonably,  and  not 
such  as  they  might  unreasonably  and  capriciously,  re- 
quire; and  Crompton  J.,  p.  797,  referred  to  the  "general 
rule,  that  when  it  is  agreed  that  an  act  is  to  be  done 
to  the  satisfaction  of  a  party  it  must  be  understood  to 
mean  reasonably  to  his  satisfaction.'^  [Cockbum  C.  J. 
An  insurance  Company  cannot  be  allowed  to  frustrate 
the  object  of  a  policy  by  refusing  to  be  satisfied  with 
reasonable  evidence  of  the  death  of  the  person  whose 
life  has  been  insured.]  The  proviso  in  question  imports 
penal  consequences,  and  therefore  is  to  be  construed 
strictly.  [Mellor  J.  The  only  penalty  to  which  the 
plaintifiF  is  subject  is  that  the  defendants  may  enter  upon 
the  works  and  employ  additional  workmen.] 

Quain  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

Cur.  adv,  vulL 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  {Jam  27th),  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  | 

The  question  for  our  decision  in  this  case  tuma  oif  the 
construction  to  be  put  on  a  clause  in  the  agreement  I 
between  the  parties  to  this  action,  as  set  forth  in  the  I 
fourth  plea. 

In  a  contract  in  respect  of  work  to  be  done  at  so 
much  per  cubic  yard  by  the  plaintiff  Stadhard  for  the 
defendants,  who  are  contractors  for  certain  public  works 
connected  with  the  sewerage  of  the  metropolis,  Siadhari 
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agrees  to  execute  the  work  to  the  entire  BatisfactioD  of  1863. 
the  engineer  and  clerk  of  the  works  appointed  by  the  stadbabd 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works^  as  well  as  to  the  satis-  £i& 
&ction  of  the  defendants  or  their  agent ;  and  the 
defendants  stipulate  that^  if  the  said  works  shall  not 
proceed  as  rapidly  and  satis&ctorily  as  required  by  the 
defendants  or  their  agent^  they  shall  have  fuU  power 
to  enter  upon  and  take  possession  of  the  works,  and 
pay  whatever  number  of  men  may  be  left  unpaid  by 
^adhardy  and  may  set  to  work  whatever  number  of 
men  they  may  consider  necessary;  and  that  the  amount 
80  paid,  and  the  costs  of  the  men  so  set  to  work,  shall 
be  deducted  from  whatever  moneys  may  be  due  to  Stad-- 
hard.  The  defendants,  having  acted  on  the  proviso  in 
question^  as  averred  in  the  plea,  claim  to  deduct,  in 
satisfSaction  of  the  plaintiff's  demand,  the  costs  incurred 
\fj  them.  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replies  that  the  works 
did  proceed  as  rapidly  and  satisfactorily  as  the  defend- 
ants reasonably  and  properly  could  reqidre,  and  that 
the  defendants  and  their  agent  unreasonably,  improperly 
and  capriciously  required  the  works  to  proceed  as  in  the 
plea  is  alleged. 

The  question  is,  whether  this  replication  is  a  sufficient 
answer  to  the  plea.    We  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  not. 

We  quite  agree  that  stipulations  and  conditions  of 
this  kind  should,  where  the  language  of  the  contract 
admits  of  it,  receive  a  reasonable  construction,  as  it  is 
to  be  intended  that  the  party  in  whose  favour  such  a 
claose  is  inserted  meant  to  secure  only  what  was  reason* 
able  and  just ;  and  we  therefore  entirely  accede  to  the 
propriety  of  the  decision  in  Dallman  v.  Kitig  (a).     But 

(fl)  A:Bing.N.C.\(XS. 
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1863.  we  are  equally  dear  that,  where  from  the  whde  tenor 
Stadhard  ^^  ^^  agreement  it  appears  that  however  mueasomihle 
Ln  ^^^  oppressiye  a  stipulation  or  condition  may  be  the 
one  party  intended  to  insist  upon  and  the  other  to 
submit  to  it,  a  Court  of  justice  cannot  do  otherwise 
than  giye  full  effect  to  the  terms  which  have  been  agreed 
upon  between  the  parties.  It  finequently  happens  in 
the  competition  which  notoriously  exists  in  the  vaiious 
departments  of  business,  that  persons  anxious  to  obtain 
contracts  submit  to  terms  which,  when  they  ocHne  to 
be  enforced,  appear  harsh  and  oppressive.  From  the 
stringency  of  such  terms  escape  is  often  sought  by 
endeavouring  to  read  the  agreement  otherwise  than 
according  to  its  plain  meaning.  But  the  duty  of  a  Court 
in  such  cases  is  to  ascertain  and  give  effect  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  as  evidenced  by  the  agreement ;  and 
though,  where  the  language  of  the  contract  will  admit 
of  it,  it  should  be  presumed  that  the  parties  meant  only 
what  was  reasonable,  yet,  if  the  terms  are  dear  and 
unambiguous,  the  Court  is  bound  to  give  effect  to  them 
without  stopping  to  consider  how  £Eur  they  may  be 
reasonable  or  not. 

Now,  on  carefolly  considering  the  contract  between  these 
parties,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  intention  was  that  the 
defendants,  if  dissatisfied,  whether  with  or  without  sufS- 
dent  reason,  with  the  progress  of  the  work,  should  have 
the  absolute  and  unqualified  power  to  put  on  additional 
hands  and  get  the  work  done,  and  deduct  the  cost  fix>m 
the  contract  price  payable  to  the  plaintiff,  and  therefore, 
if  these  terms  had  been  ever  e(6  imreasonable,  we  ahoold 
have  felt  bound  to  give  effect  to  them,  and  to  hold  that, 
so  long  as  the  defendants  were  acting  bon&  fide  under 
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an  honest  sense  of  dissatis&ction,  although  that  dissatis-        1868. 
faction  might  be  iU-fonnded  and  unreasonable^  they  were     stadraxsT 
entitled  to  insist  on  the  condition,  and  consequently  that         j^^ 
the  replication^  which  only  alleges  that  their  dissatisfac- 
tion was  unreasonable  and  capricious,  but  which  stops 
short  of  alleging  mala  fides  in  the  defendants  in  acting 
as  is  stated  in  the  plea,  is  insufficient. 

We  feel,  however,  bound,  in  justice  to  the  defendants, 
to  add  that  we  do  not  consider  the  stipulation  in  ques- 
tion unreasonable.  It  amounts  only  to  this,  that  the 
defendants^  who  are  the  principal  contractors  for. a  great 
public  work,  and  who  are  thenoLselyes  probably  under 
stringent  terms  to  complete  the  undertaking  with  dis- 
patch^ insist,  on  employing  the  plaintiff  to  do  a  subor- 
dinate portion  of  the  work,  that  if  such  work  should  not 
progress  as  rapidly  as  they  may  desire  they  shall  be  at 
liberty  to  put  on  more  hands,  and  deduct  the  cost  of 
them  firom  the  contract  price,  stiU  leaving  to  the  plaintiff 
the  benefit  of  the  contract. 

Independently,  however,  of  this,  thinking  the  effect 
of  the  proviso  dear,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  replica- 
tion affords  no  sufficient  answer  to  the  plea,  and  our 
judgment  on  the  demurrer  will  therefore  be  for  the 
defendants. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 
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Saturday^ 
January  17th. 

Cruelty  to 

antTnaU, 

12  <f- 13  Vict. 

c.  92.  8.  3. 

Coc^fighting. 

Aiding  and 

assisting. 


MoBLET  and  others,  appellants,  Gbeekhalgh, 
respondent. 

Stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  92.  s.  3.  enacts,,  that  every  person  who  shall  keep 
or  use  any  place  for  the  pnipose  of  fighting  or  baiting  any  bull,  &c.,  cock, 
or  other  lund  of  animid,  whether  of  domeetic  or  wild  nature,  shall  be  liable 
to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  61.  for  ereiy  day  he  shall  so  keep  or  use  such 
place ;  provided  that  every  person  who  shall  receive  money  for  the 
admission  of  any  other  person  to  any  place  kept  or  used  for  any  of  the 
purposes  aforesaid  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  keeper  thereof;  "and 
evei^  person  who  shaU  in  any  manner  encourage,  aid,  or  assist  at  the 
fighting  or  baiting  of  any  buU,  &c.,  cock,  or  other  animal  as  aforeaaid," 
shall  be  liable  to  a  pensdty  not  exceeding  51. :  Held,  that  it  is  not  an 
offence  to  assist  at  the  fighting  of  cocks  imless  in  a  pkce  specially  kept 
or  used  for  that  purpose. 

/^ASE  stated  by  justices  of  the  peace,  under  stat. 
20  &  21  Vict  c.  48. 

Upon  an  information  preferred  by  the  respondent, 
under  stat.  12  &  13  Vict  c,  92.,  in  which  it  was  alleged 
that  the  appellants,  on  &c.,  in  the  township  of  WooUey, 
in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York.  "  did  then 
and  there  assist  in  a  cockfight,  and  act  in  the  manage- 
ment of  a  certain  place  then  and  there  being  used  for 
the  purpose  of  fighting  cocks,  to  wit,  by  then  and  there 
setting  two  cocks  to  fight  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
and  at  the  place  aforesaid,  against  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,''  the  appellants  were 
convicted  of  that  offence,  and  adjudged  to  forfeit  and 
pay  the  sum  of  1/.  each,  and  also  the  sum  of  lOs.  each 
for  costs. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  information,  it  was  proved,  on 
the  part  of  the  respondent,  that,  on  the  day  stated  in 
the  information,  at  a  stone  quarry  belonging  to  Godfrey 
fVentworth,  Esq.,  in  the  township  of  WooUey,  several 
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cocks  were  fought  in  the  presence  of  upwards  of  100       1868. 
persons.    That  one  of  the  cocks  was  taken  out  of  the      Uorley 
ring  hj  the  appellant^  Marhy,  and  that  he  was  in  the  ring  quixbaloh. 
at  the  time  the  cocks  were  fought ;  and  that,  on  the 
appearance  of  some  police  officers  in  disguise,  John  Peel, 
another  of  fche  appellants,  was  seen  running  away  with 
acock.    It  was  also  proved  that  the  other  appellants 
who  were  there  took  no  other  part  than  by  throwing 
stones  at  the  police  officers,  and  preventing  them  from 
approaching  the  quarry  at  the  time  the  fights  were  going 
on.    But  it  was  not  proved  that  in  any  other  instance 
had  cocks  been  fought  there. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  that 
there  was  no  offence  committed  within  the  intent  and 
meaning  of  stat.  12  &  13  Vict  c.  92.  s.  3.,  inasmuch  as 
that  section  only  applied  to  encouraging,  aiding  or  assist- 
ing at  the  fighting  of  cocks  in  any  place  regularly  kept 
or  used  for  thatjpurpose  as  mentioned  in  its  first  clause, 
80  as  to  subject  the  keepers  of  such  place  to  the  penalty 
fixed  by  the  section,  and  that  there  was  no  evidence  to 
shew  that  the  stone  quarry  was  a  place  so  kept  or  used. 

The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  appellants  did 
resort  to  the  quarry  with  the  intention  of  causing  the 
cocks  to  fight  together  there,  and  that  they  did  encou- 
rage, aid  and  assist  at  the  fighting  of  the  cocks  at  the 
said  place  then  and  there  being  used  for  the  purpose  of 
fighting  cocks,  and  did  use  the  place  for  such  fighting. 
They  were  also  of  opinion  that  the  quarry  was  a  place 
within  the  meaning  ^of  stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  92.  s.  8., 
inasmuch  as  the  last  part  of  the  section  applied  to  any 
place,  and  was  not  limited  in  its  construction  to  a  place 
specially  keptTor  the  purpose  of  cockfighting,  &c. 

They  accordingly  convicted  each  of  the  appellants  of 
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1868.  ^^^  o£Peiioe  set  forth  in  the  conviction^  which  was  in  the 
^Q^j^^  same  tenns  as  the  information. 
Grexmhaloh  ^®  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  was,  whe- 
ther it  is  an  offence,  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of 
Stat.  12  &  18  VicL  c.  92.  s.  8.,  to  assist  at  the  fighting  of 
cocks,  and  act  in  the  management  of  any  place  then 
and  there  being  used  for  the  purpose  of  fighting  cocks, 
as  set  forth  in  the  information,  or  only  in  a  place  specially 
kept  for  that  purpose. 

Hawhxnsy  for  the  respondent.— Stat.  12  &  13  Vwi. 
c.  92.  s.  8,  enacts :  '^  Every  person  who  shall  keep 
or  use  or  act  in  the  management  of  any  place  for  the 
purpose  of  fighting  or  baiting  any  bull,  bear,  badger,  dog, 
cock,  or  other  kind  of  animal,  whether  of  domestic  or  wild 
nature,  or  shall  permit  or  suffer  any  place  to  be  so  used, 
shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  five  pounds  for 
every  day  he  shall  so  keep  or  use  or  act  in  the  manage- 
ment of  any  such  place,  or  permit  or  suffer  any  place  to 
be  used  as  aforesaid;  provided  always,  that  every  person 
who  shall  receive  money  for  the  admission  of  any  other 
person  to  any  place  kept  or  used  for  any  of  the  purposes 
aforesaid  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  keeper  thereof;  and 
ev^ry  person  who  shall  in  any  manner  encourage,  aid, 
or  assist  at  the  fighting  or  baiting  of  any  bull,  bear, 
badger,  dog,  cock,  or  other  animal  as  aforesaid  shall 
forfeit  and  pay  a  penalty  not  exceeding  five  pounds  for 
every  such  offence.''  Either  of  the  matters  chained  in 
the  information  would  support  the  conviction. 

First.  The  appellants  were  acting  in  the  management 
of  a  place  used  for  the  purpose  of  fighting  cocks,  though 
it  was  not  kept  for  that  purpose.  In  order  to  bring  a 
case  within  the  first  clause  of  sect.  8,  it  is  not  necessary 
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that  the  place  in  which  the  fighting  or  baiting  is  should        1863. 

be  kept  or  habitually  used  for  that  purpose.    A  man,       jtonL^ 

by  advertising  a  place  for  fighting  or  baiting  animals,  qh^j^^^^- 

would  keqp  a  place  for  the  purpose  though  it  had  never 

beai  so  used.     [TVyhtman  J.    The  word  "use*'  may 

have  been  introduced  to  include  the  person  who  is  not 

lessee  of  the  place.]     Suppose  a  man  went  about  the 

country  and  hired  fresh  places  for  fighting  cocks,  he 

would  be  within  the  enactment,  though  each  place  was 

used  only  once.     [Cromptan  J.     A  man  who  opened  a 

place  for  fighting  cocks  to  the  public  for  one  day  would 

keep  or  use  the  place  within  this  Act;  but  there  must 

be  some  person  who  keeps  the  place :  there  is  no  keeper 

of  this  stone  quarry.] 

Secondly.  The  'appellants  were  guilty  of  the  offence 
described  in  the  last  clause  of  sect.  8.  In  Clark,  appt.,  • 
Hague,  respt.  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  offence  of  assist- 
ing at  the  fighting  of  cocks  could  only  be  committed  in 
a  place  regularly  kept  for  that  purpose,  as  mentioned 
in  the  former  part  of  the  section;  but  the  object  of 
the  statute  was  to  prevent  cruelty  to  animals  in  every 
place.  The  words  "  as  aforesaid,''  in  the  last  clause, 
do  not  refer  to  the  place  but  to  the  description  of-  the 
animal  in  the  first  clause,  viz.  *^  other  kind  of  animal, 
whether  of  domestic  or  wild  nature.'*  [fFightman  J. 
The  first  clause  creates  an  offence  with  reference  to  the 
place,  because  it  imposes  a  penalty  of  5Z.  for  every  day 
the  person  keeps  or  uses  or  acts  in  the  management  of  the 
place.  Crompton  J.  The  answer  to  the  argument  which 
has  been  very  ingeniously  put  is,  that  the  last  clause 
of  the  section  is  part  of  the  proviso  in  which  the  Legis- 
lature say,  first,  who  is  to  be  deemed  "  keeper*'  of  the 

{a)  2E.fE.  281. 


Obeekhaloh. 
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1863.  place  in  which  the  fighting  or  baiting  ib,  and  then  im- 
y^Q^j^^Y  ?^^^  *  penally  on  any  person  who  encourages^  aids  or 
assists  in  the  fighting  or  baiting  in  those  places.  Jfiffht- 
man  J.  Sect.  2  is  a  general  enactment  against  cruelty^ 
and  extends  to  ''any  animal'']  The  interpretation 
clause,  sect.  29^  which  restricts  the  word  "animal''  to 
domestic  animals,  shews  that  the  setting  animals  to  fight 
would  not  come  within  section  2.  [Cromptan  J.  The 
Legislature  did  not  intend  to  reach  every  cruelty  to 
animals.] 

Keaney  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

WioHTMAN  J.  The  present  is  substantially  the  same 
case  as  Clarke  appt,  Hague,  respt.  (a),  in  which  the 
Court  delivered  a  considered  judgment,  and  decided  that 
the  offence  charged,  which  was  the  same  as  that  in  the 
present  information,  was  not  within  stat  12  &  18  Vid, 
c.  92.  «•  8.  It  is  too  much  to  ask  us  to  overrule  the 
decision  in  that  case;  and  I  am  disposed  to  think  that 
it  is  right. 

Crompton  J.  The  decision  in  Clark,  appt.,  Hague, 
respt.  {a),  is  in  point ;  and,  although  at  one  time  I  was 
disposed  to  agree  with  Mr.  Hawkins  in  his  contention, 
upon  consideration  I  think  that  the  enactment  and  pro- 
viso, being  both  in  one  section,  were  intended  to  apply 
to  the  same  subject  matter.  If  it  were  a  new  question 
I  should  wish  for  time  to  consider. 

Mellor  J.  At  one  time  I  thought  that  the  mere  act 
of  setting  cocks  to  fight  was  an  offence  within  stat. 

(a)  2E.fE.  281. 
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12  &  18  Vici.  c.  92.  s.  8. ;  but,  on  consideration^  the        1863. 

decision  in  Clark,  appt.^  Hague,  respt.,  appears  to  me  to      Sokuet 

be  right  Sect  8  enacts^  that  any  person  who  shall  keep  Q^^^i^^^^ 

or  use  or  act  in  the  management  of  any  place  for  fighting 

or  baiting  animals  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty^  and  by 

way  of  proyiso^  in  order  to  obviate  the  difficulty  of  proving 

who  such  person  was,  defines  that  every  person  who  re* 

ceives  money  for  the  admission  to  any  place  kept  or  used 

for  any  of  the  purposes  aforesaid  '^  shall  be  deemed  to  be 

the  keeper  thereof;''  and  then  adds,  that  every  person 

who  shall  encourage,  aid  or  assist  at  the  fighting  or 

baiting  of  any  bull,  &c.,  ^'  or  other  animal  as  aforesaid/' 

shall  be  also  liable  to  a  penalty.    Looking  to  the  firame 

of  the  section,  and  considering  also  that  it  is  a  penal 

enactment,  I  think  that  the  words  '^  as  aforesaid"  mean 

"in  any  place  kept  or  used  for  any  of  the  purposes 

aforesaid." 

Conviction  quashed  (a). 

(a)  See  the  next  case. 


Budge,  appellant,  Pabsons,  respondent.        i^^^^'^ti 

For  head  note,  see  preceding  case,  p.  374. 


OASE  stated  by  justices  of  the  peace  under  stat. 
20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43. 
Upon  an  information  preferred  by  the  respondent, 
under  stat  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  92.,  in  which  it  was  alleged 
that  the  appellant,  on  &c.,  at  the  parish  of  Walkhampton^ 
in  the  county  of  Devon,  "  did  encourage  and  assist^'  at 
the  fighting  of  two  cocks  which  then  and  there  fought 
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1868.       ui  a  certain  field  there  situate^  in  the  occupation  of  one 

BuDoi       Robert  Peter,  "  such  field  being  then  and  there  used  for 

p^  ^'  ^^     the  purpose  of  fighting  cocks"  therein^  contrary  to  the 

statute,  the  ai^ellant  was  convicted  of  the  o£Pence,  and 

adjudged  to  pay  a  penalty  of  10«.,  and  9s»  costs. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  information  it  was  proved 
that  seven  battles  were  fought,  one  after  the  other,  in 
the  same  field,  by  different  cocks  armed  with  artificial 
spurs,  and  brought  to  the  scales  and  weighed,  and  that 
the  spectators  dispersed  after  each  battle,  and  again 
formed  a  ring. 

The  appellant's  attorney  admitted  the  fact  of  the  cocks 
having  been  fought,  and  that  the  appellant  assisted  at 
the  fighting  of  them,  but  contended  that  no  offence  had 
been  committed  under  the  statute,  inasmuch  as  it  had 
not  been  proved  that  cocks  had  ever  been  fought  in  the 
same  field  before  the  day  in  question,  and  that  therefore 
the  field  was  not  a  place  used  for  the  purpose  of  fighting 
cocks  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  1 3  &  18  Fict  c.  92.  s.  3. 

The  justices  being  of  opinion  that  the  persons  as- 
sembled in  the  field  (many  of  whom  were  shewn  to 
belong  to  towns  and  places  many  miles  distant  from  the 
field  and  from  each  other)  had  met  there  for  the  purpose 
of  cockfighting,  and  that  the  appellant  did  encourage, 
aid  and  assist  at  the  fighting  of  such  cocks,  and  that 
the  field  in  question  was  a  place  then  used,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  fighting  cocks  therein  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  gave  their  determination  against  the  appeUant 
in  manner  before  stated. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
whether  the  field  in  question  was  to  be  regarded  for 
the  time  being  as  a  place  used  for  the  purpose  of  fight- 
ing cocks  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  so  as  to 
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render  the  appellant  liable  to  the  penalty  for  encouraging^        1868. 
aidmg  and  assisting  at  the  fighting  of  cocks  as  aforesaid.       budoii 


Lopes,  in  support  of  the  conviction. — There  was  rea- 
sonable evidence  before  the  justices  that  the  cockfighting 
was  in  a  place  for  the  time  being  kept  and  used  for  that 
purpose:  it  was  not  a  chance  place^  because  persons 
were  invited  to  it.  [Crompton  J.  In  Marley,  vppt, 
Greenhalffh,  respt  {a),  we  held  that^  by  virtue  of  the 
words  ''as  aforesaid/'  the  proviso  in  stat.  12  &  13 
Vict  c.  92.  «.  8.  had  reference  to  the  first  clause  of 
the  section^  and  therefore  the  cockfighting  must  be  in 
a  place  kept  or  used  for  the  purpose.]  In  Clarke 
appt.,  Hague,  respt  (4),  the  Court  said,  *'  We  do  not  wish 
to  be  understood  as  confirming  what  appears  to  have 
been  the  opinion  of  the  justices,  that  no  penalty  can  be 
incorred  unless  the  animals  are  baited  in  a  place,  to  use 
the  phrase  in  the  case, '  regularly  kept  for  that  purpose.' '' 
[Wightman  J.  Receiving  money  for  the  admission  of 
persons  to  the  place  might  be  evidence  that  it  was  a 
place  kept  for  cockfighting.  It  might  be  a  place  kept 
for  the  purpose,  though  no  particular  person  was  proved 
to  keep  it.]  In  Marley,  appt.,  Greenlialgh,  respt.  (a), 
Crompian  J.  said,  ante,  p.  877,  that  a  man  who  opened 
a  place  for  fighting  cocks  to  the  public  for  one  day  would 
keep  or  use  the  place  within  sect.  8.  [_Cromptan  J.  I 
adhere  to  that,  because  a  man  must  begin  to  keep  the 
place  on  some  day.  Melbr  J.  Sect.  8  refers  to  three 
daases  of  persons :  the  last  clause  in  the  section  is  to 
be  read  with  the  enacting  part,  and  not  as  a  sepa- 
rate proviso.      Cramptan  J.     There  is  no  substantial 

(fl)  See  the  preceding  case,  (b)  2E,^E.  281.  286. 
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1863.  The  justices  considered  that  the  appellant  had  been 

BuDGR~   guilty  of  the  offence  of  causing  and  procuring  the  said 
Parsoms.     ^^^^  *^  ^®  cruelly  ill-treated,  abused  and  tortured  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

The  question  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  was, 
whether  the  appellant^  under  the  facts  and  circumstances 
detailed,  had  been  rightly  convicted  or  otherwise. 

Lopesy  in  support  of  the  conviction.— By  stat.  12  &  13 
Vict.  c.  92.  s.  2.,  "  if  any  person  shall  from  and  after  the 
passing  of  this  Act  cruelly  beat,  ill-treat,  over-drive, 
abuse,  or  torture,  or  cause  or  procure  to  be  cruelly  beaten, 
ill-treated,  over-driven,  abused,  or  tortured,  any  animal, 
every  such  offender  shall  for  every  such  offence  forfeit 
and  pay  a  penalty  not  exceeding  5Z. ;"  and  by  the  inter- 
pretation clause,  sect.  29,  so  far  as  such  meaning  is  not 
excluded  by  the  context  or  by  the  nature  of  the  subject- 
matter,  "  the  word  ^  animal'  shall  be  taken  to  mean  any 
horse,  mare,  gelding,  bull,  ox,  cow,  heifer,  steer,  calf, 
mule,  ass,  sheep,  lamb,  hog,  pig,  sow,  goat,  dog,  cat,  or 
any  other  domestic  animal.^'  This  cock  was  reduced 
into  possession,  and  so  became  a  domestic  animal ;  and 
therefore,  by  the  aid  of  the  interpretation  clause, 
sect  29,  was  an  "animal"  within  sect.  2.  The  word 
"animal''  applies  to  birds  as  well  as  quadrupeds.  At 
the  end  of  sect  8  the  word  "  cock"  is  followed  by  the 
words  "  or  other  kind  of  animal."  [Cromptan  J.  That 
section  applies  to  a  cock,  whether  domestic  or  wild: 
sect.  2  was  meant  to  exclude  animals  which  are  ammals 
of  sport]  The  facts  sufficiently  shew  that  the  cock  was 
ill-treated  by  the  appellant. 

H.  T.  Cole,  contra. — First.  The  conviction  is  insuffi- 
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cient  for  not  alleging  iU-treahnent;  of  an  animal   [  Wight-        1863. 
man  J.    We  mnst  take  notice  that  a  cock  is  an  animal^        Budqk 
and  vre  must  assume  that  the  cock  in  question  was  alive,      Parsoms. 
because  a  dead  animal  could  not  be  tortured.] 

Then  a  cock  is  not  an  '^  animal'  within  stat.  12  & 
13  Vict,  c,  92.  8.  2.,  according  to  the  meaning  given  to 
that  word  in  the  interpretation  clause,  sect.  29,  which 
appUes  wholly  to  quadrupeds  and  does  not  mention  any 
bird,  though  it  does  mention  a  cat  [Mellor  J.  The 
enumeration  in  sect.  29  does  not  exhaust  all  quadrupeds. 
The  cruelty  intended  to  be  prevented  by  the  statute 
is  as  great  when  practised  upon  a  pigeon,  turkey,  or 
other  domestic  bird,  as  upon  a  domestic  quadruped. 
Wightman  J.  The  cruelty  intended  by  the  statute  is 
the  unnecessary  abuse  of  any  animal.  Melhr  J.  Over- 
driving is  among  several  other  words.  Suppose  a  cock 
had  not  been  mentioned  by  name  in  sect.  3,  would  it 
not  have  been  included  under  the  word  "  animal '^  in 
that  section  ?]  Further,  the  setting  of  animals  to  fight 
is  not  cruelty  within  the  meaning  of  sect  2 ;  otherwise 
sect.  3  would  not  have  been  necessary.  [Mellor  J. 
Sect.  2  applies  to  causing  or  procuring  an  animal  to  be 
ill-treated,  as  well  as  to  those  who  ill-treat  it  with  their 
own  hands.] 

Secondly.  The  appellant  has  been  convicted  twice. 
[Wightman  J.  One  of  the  convictions  is  a  nullity, 
having  been  quashed  (a).] 

Wightman  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the  appellant 
was  guilty  of  an  offence  within  sect  2  of  stat  12  &  13 
Vict  c.  92.,  which  is  intituled  "  An  Act  for  the  more 

(fl)  See  the  proccding  case. 
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1863,       effectual  prevention  of  crnelty  to  animals,'*    [His  Lord- 
BuDOE       ^P  stated  the  fiicts  and  the  terms  of  the  conyiction.] 
PAEf'oHi.  "^^  ^*  P^*^  ^>  whether  this  cock  was  an  "animal" 

within  the  meaning  of  sect,  2.  The  terms  of  the  section 
are  large  enough  to  include  a  cock  and  any  other  animal 
whatsoever.  [His  Lordship  read  it.]  Then  follows  the  3d 
section^  which  makes  it  penal  to  keep  or  use  any  place  for 
the  purpose  of  fighting  or  baiting  any  buU,  bear,  badger, 
dog^  cock,  or  other  kind  of  animal^  whether  of  domestic 
or  wild  nature.  The  word  "  cock"  is  found  in  this  sec- 
tion, but  not  in  section  2;  and  when  the  word  is  used 
in  sect  8,  it  is  followed  by  the  words  "or  other  kind  of 
animal,  whether  of  domestic  or  wild  nature.*'  The  present 
conviction,  however,  is  on  sect.  2,  which  does  not  contain 
those  or  similar  terms ;  while  the  interpretation  clause, 
sect.  29,  explains  that  the  word  "  animal'*  is  to  be  taken 
to  mean  "  any  horse,  .&c.,  or  any  other  domestic  animsL" 
It  is  said  that  a  cock  does  not  come  within  the  descrip- 
tion of  a  domestic  animal,  and  that  a  domestic  animal, 
in  sect.  29,  must  be  of  the  same  kind  as  those  pre- 
viously enumerated,  and  must  be  a  quadruped.  But 
fowls  and  poultry  are  within  the  term  "  domestic  ani- 
mal," as  used  in  that  section,  as  much  as  bulls,  oxen, 
cows,  and  other  animals  which  are  mentioned  by  name. 
And  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  this  statute 
seems  to  have  been  to  draw  a  distinction  between  such 
animals  as  are  of  a  domestic  nature  and  such  as  are 
wild.  Thus  the  8d  section  applies  to  persons  keeping 
and  using  places  for  the  purpose  of  fighting  or  baiting 
any  kind  of  animal  whatever ;  but  the  interpretation 
clause  limits  sect  2  to  ill-treating  animals  of  a  domestic 
nature.    Otherwise  sect.  2  would  have  applied  to  foxes, 
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and  persons  pursuing  the  ordinary  sports  of  the  field  1868. 
would  have  been  liable  to  a  penalty ;  and,  therefore,  the  buvqe 
operation  of  sect.  2  has  been  limited  to  animals  of  a 
domestic  nature.  This  case,  therefore,  comes  within 
the  meaning  of  that  section ;  and  I  am  disposed  to  give 
a  liberal  construction  to  its  words,  so  that  it  may  have 
the  effect  of  preventing  cruelty  such  as  is  described  in 
this  case. 

My  brother  Cramptan,  who  has  left  the  Court,  approves 
of  the  view  which  I  have  taken. 

Mellor  J.  At  one  time  I  doubted  whether  sect.  2 
was  not  confined  to  quadrupeds ;  but  the  interpretation 
clause,  sect.  29,  shews  that  it  was  intended  to  apply  to 
all  animals  so  far  as  the  word  was  not  restrained  by 
the  context  The  terms  of  sect,  2  are  large  enough  to 
include  a  cock  or  any  other  animal  of  a  domestic  nature ; 
and  sect.  29  says,  that  the  word  ''animaV'  shall  be 
taken  to  mean  the  animals  named,  or  any  other  domestic 
animal.  Sect.  8  contains  the  words  ''cock  or  other 
kmd  of  animal  /'  and  there  is  an  omission  in  sect  29 
of  the  word  ''  cock.''  But  having  regard  to  the  subject^ 
matter  of  the  statute,  and  to  other  expressions  in  it,  I 
do  not  feel  bound  by  the  rule  which  would  construe  the 
word  '*  animal,''  in  sect.  29,  as  meaning  some  animal  of 
the  same  kind  as  those  before  mentioned;  and  upon  the 
whole,  believing  that  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  will 
be  best  effectuated  by  the  construction  which  my  brother 
Wigkhnan  has  given,  I  agree  with  him  in  deciding  that 
Ais  conviction  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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Friday,  PiNABD,  DirectoF  &c.,  ogainst  ELOCKMAiffN  and 

January  16th. 

another. 

Foreign  hiUa 

j)uty  of  ifi.  1.  A  declaraticni  alleged  that  A..,  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  made  a  bOl  of 

iarier,  exchange  in  four  parts,  and  directed  the  same  to  ^.,  in  parts  beyond  the 

fJttoppel,  B^^i  <^<^  thereby  required  him  at  sixty  days  sight  of  that  first  of  ex- 

'  chance,  second,  third,  and  fourth  of  the  same  tenor  and  date  being 

unpaid,  to  pay  to  C.  or  order  2500  dollars.  It  then  set  forth  a  similar 
bill  of  the  same  date  for  2480  dollars,  and  also  a  similar  one  of  the  same 
date  for  1250  dollars.  It  then  averred  that  the  payees  of  the  bills  reaxci' 
ively  endorsed  them  to  2>.,  who  endorsed  them  re^)ecti vely  to  the  defend- 
ant, who  sold  the  bills  respectiTcly  to  £1,  and  indorsed  to  him  the  firsts  of 
the  bills  respectively,  anaE.  indorsed  them  respectively  to  the  plaintiff; 
and  the  plamtiff,  being  the  holder  of  those  firsts  of  the  bills,  transmitted 
them  to  be  presented  to  the  drawees  for  sight  and  acceptance  of  those  firsts, 
and  the  same  were  by  accident  lost  in  the  course  of  such  transmission* 
so  that  they  could  not  be  presented  for  such  sight  and  acceptance,  of  all 
which  the  defendant  had  notice ;  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  required  the 
defendant  to  deliver  to  him  the  seconds,  thiras,  and  fourths  of  the  bills : 
but  the  defendant  would  not  deliver  the  same,  whereby  the  plaintiff  vas 
(prevented  from  presenting  the  bUls  for  sight  and  acceptance  within  the 
time  during  which  they  could,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  country  in 
which  they  were  drawn  and  made  payable,  have  been  presented,  and 
the  same  thereby  became  worUiless  and  void,  and  the  plaintiff  vas 
deprived  of  the  value  and  amount  thereof.  The  defendant  pleaded  that 
2>.  indorsed  to  him  the  firsts  of  the  bills  of  exchange  respectively,  and 
never  did  indorse  to  him  the  seconds,  thirds,  and  fourths  of  them,  a^ 
never  did  deliver  to  him  those  seconds,  thirds,  and  fourths ;  and  that  £. 
did  not,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and  indorsement  by  the  defendant  to  him. 
or  until  long  after  the  indorsement  by  E.  to  the  plaintiff  and  long  after 
the  alleged  Toss,  require  the  defendant  to  deliver  to  ^^"»  the  second^ 
thirds  and  fourths :  averment,  that  the  defendant  never,  at  any  time,  had 
in  his  possession  or  control  the  seconds,  thirds,  and  fourths,  and  that 
he  was  wholly  unable  to  obtain  possession  of  them.  Held,  that  the 
declaration  disclosed  no  cause  of  action. 

2.  Per  Cnm^ton  J.    The  plea  was  bad  also. 

3.  SembUf  that  the  defendant  was  not  estopped  from  setting  up  the 
matters  alleged  in  the  plea. 

n^^HIS  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  director 
of  the  Comptoir  d^Escompte  de  Paris,  a  Company 
carrying  on  business  in  France,  and,  as  such  director, 
authorized  by  the  law  of  that  country  to  sue  on  behalf 
of  the  Company. 
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The  declaration  allied  that  Messrs,  Binx,  Brotliers,  2868. 
jr  Co.,  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  (to  wit)  at  Cardenas,  ^uum~ 
made  their  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the  27th  October,  -^  ^• 
A.  D.  1860,  in  four  parts,  and  directed  the  same  to  Messrs. 
EeeoricQy  Sainz  Sf  Co.,  at  Seville,  in  parts  beyond  the 
seas^  and  thereby  required  them,  at  sixty  days'  sight  of 
that  first  of  exchange,  second,  third,  and  fourth  of  the 
same  tenor  and  date  being  unpaid^  to  pay  to  Messrs. 
Noreiga,  Olmo  ^  Co.,  or  order^  2500  dollars :  and  the 
said  Messrs.  Rinz,  Brothers,  ^  Co.,  at  Cardenas  aforesaid, 
made  their  other  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the  27th  of 
October,  a.  d.  I860,  in  four  parts,  and  directed  the  same 
to  the  said  Messrs.  Escorica,  Sainz  Sf  Co.,  at  Seville 
aforesaid^  and  thereby  required  them,  at  sixty  days'  sight 
of  that  first  of  exchange,  second,  third,  and  fourth  of 
the  same  tenor  and  date  being  unpaid,  to  pay  to  the  said 
Messrs.  Noreiffa,Olmo  8f  Co.,  or  order,  2480  dollars :  and 
the  said  Messrs.  Rinz,  Brothers,  if  Co.,  at  Cardenas  afore- 
said, made  their  other  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the  27th 
October,  a.  d.  1860,  in  four  parts,  and  directed  the  same 
to  the  said  Messrs.  Escorica,  Sainz  Sf  Co.  at  Seoille  afore- 
said, and  thereby  required 'them  at  sixty  days'  sight  of 
that  first  of  exchange,  second,  third,  and  fourth  of  the 
same  tenor  and  date  being  unpaid,  to  pay  the  said  Messrs. 
Noreiga  ^  Co.  1250  dollars.  It  then  proceeded  as  fol- 
lows. *'  And  the  plaintiff  says  that  the  said  payees  of  the 
said  bills  respectively  indorsed  the  said  bills  respectively 
to  Messrs.  Escauriza  8f  Serpa,  who  indorsed  the  same 
respectively  to  the  defendants,  and  the  defendants  sold 
the  said  bills  respectively  to  Messrs.  C.  J.  Hambro  ^  Son, 
and  indorsed  to  them  the  said  firsts  of  the  said  bills  res« 
pectively,  and  they  indorsed  the  same  respectively  to  the 
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18^.  said  Company  whereof  the  plaintiff  is  such  director  as 
P„j^^  aforesaid;  and  the  said  Company^  being  the  holders  of 
the  said  firsts  of  the  said  bills  as  aforesaid,  transmitted 
the  same  lespectiTely  to  eertain  persons  at  Seville  afore- 
said, to  be  presented  by  them  for  the  said  Company  to 
the  said  persons  at  SeoOk  aforesaid,  upon  whom  the 
said  bills  were  so  respectively  drawn  as  aforesaid,  for 
sight,  and  acceptance  of  the  said  firsts  thereof,  and  the 
same  were  by  accident  lost  in  the  course  of  snch  trans- 
mission for  snch  purpose  as  aforesaid,  so  that  the  same 
were  not*  nor  could  be  presented  for  snch  sight  and  ac- 
ceptance thereof,  of  aU  which  the  defendants  had  notice, 
and  thereupon  the  said  Company,  whereof  the  plaintiff 
is  such  director  as  aforesaid,  required  the  defendants 
to  deliver  to  the  said  Company  the  said  seconds,  thirds, 
and  fourths  of  the  said  bills  respectively,  or  some  or  one 
of  such  parts  of  the  said  bills  respectively,  but  the  de- 
fendants did  not  nor  would  deliver  the  same  or  any  of 
them  to  the  said  Company,  and  withheld  and  detained, 
and  still  withhold  and  detain,  from  the  said  Company  all 
such  last  mentioned  parts  respectively  of  the  said  bills 
respectively,  whereby  the  said  Company  were  prevented 
from  presenting  and  were  unable  to  present  the  said 
bills  or  any  of  them,  for  sight  and  acceptance  thereof, 
within  the  time  during  which  the  same  could  and  ought, 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  country  in  which  the  said 
bills  respectively  were  drawn  as  aforesaid,  and  in  which 
the  same  respectively  were  so  made  payable  as  aforesaid, 
to  have  been  so  presented  as  aforesaid,  and  the  same 
have  thereby,  according  to  the  said  laws,  become  and  are 
wholly  worthless  and  void,  and  the  said  Company  have 
wholly  lost  and  have  been  and  are  deprived  of  the  value 
and  amount  thereof. 
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Fourth  plea :  ''  That  the  said  Messrs  Escauriza  if  Serpa  x86d. 
indorsed  to  the  defendants  the  said  firsts  of  the  said  yiva:ri> 
bills  of  exchange  respectiyelj^  and  that  the  said  Messrs. 
Escauriza  8f  Serpa  never  did  indorse  to  the  defendants 
the  seconds^  thirds,  and  fourths  of  the  said  bills  respect- 
iyely,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  and  that  they  nerer  did 
deliver  to  the  defendants  the  said  seconds,  thirds,  and 
fourths,  or  any  or  either  of  them ;  and  that  the  said 
Messrs.  C.  J.  Hambro  Sf  Son  did  not,  at  the  time  of  the 
said  sale  and  indorsement  by  the  defendants  to  the  said 
Messrs.  C  J.  Hambro  Sf  Son,  or  at  any  time  until  long 
after  the  indorsement  by  the  said  Messrs.  C.  J.  Hambro 
jr  Son  to  the  said  Company,  and  long  after  the  said 
allied  loss,  require  the  defendants  to  deliver  to  them 
the  said  seconds,  thirds,  and  fourths  respectively,  or 
any  or  either  of  them.  And  the  defendants  say  that 
they  never  at  any  time  had,  nor  have  they,  in  their 
possession  or  control,  the  said  seconds,  thirds,  and  fourths 
respectively,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  and  that  they 
were  and  are  wholly  unable  to  obtain  possession  of  the 
said  partSf  or  any  or  either  of  them.'' 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  following  were  the  points  for  argument  delivered 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff: — 

''The  fourth  plea  is  bad  on  the  grounds  that  the  defend- 
ants, by  the  sale  of  the  said  biUs  and  and  by  their  indorse- 
ment are  estopped  from  setting  up  that  the  said  seconds, 
thirds  and  fourths  were  never  delivered  to  them,  and 
that  they  never  had  them  in  their  possession  or  control, 
and  the  plaintiff's  Company  as  the  holders  of  the  said 
trills,  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such  estoppel,  and  the 
defendants  are  liable  to  them  for  such  parts  of  the  said 
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1863.  bills  as  were  not  handed  over  by  the  defendants  to  their 
P,jj^^„  indorsees^  the  property  in  the  said  bills  entitling  the 
KiocKXANN    bolders  to  the  possession  of  all  the  parts.'' 

Those  of  the  defendants  were : — 

"  1.  That  the  first  count  shews  no  privity  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  and  consequently  can  only 
be  supported  by  proof  that  the  defendants  detain  the 
plaintiff's  property,  which  is  negatived  by  the  plea. 

*^  2.  That  the  first  count  shews  no  duty  on  the  defend- 
ants as  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  to 
deliver  the  parts  asked  for. 

''  3.  That  a  sale  of  a  bill  drawn  in  sets  does  not  neces- 
sarily amount  to  a  sale  of  all  the  sets,  and  that  the 
circumstances  stated  in  the  plea  shew  that  it  was  not  so 
intended  in  the  present  case. 

'^  4.  That  the  defendants  are  not  estopped  from  setting 
up  the  matters  allied  in  their  fourth  plea. 

'^  5.  That  such  estoppel,  if  any,  is  not  available  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff,  an  entire  stranger  to  the  trans- 
action between  the  defendants  and  their  vendees. 

*'  6.  That  the  remedy  of  the  plaintiff  is  against  their 
indorsers,  Messrs.  Hambro  Sf  Sons,  or  against  the  persons 
having  possession  of  the  bills.'' 

Bovitt  {J.  A.  Sussell  with  him),  in  support  of  the  .de- 
murrer.— ^The  main  question  raised  by  this  case  is,  how 
far  the  indorser  of  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  in 
parts,  is  bound  to  hand  over  to  his  indorsee  all  the  parts, 
if  he  has  got  them ;  and  if  he  has  not,  then  to  procure 
them  for  him  from  the  previous  indorsers.  If  indeed 
they  are  lost,  that  would  be  an  answer,  but  the  plea 
contains  no  averment  that  they  were  lost,  or  that  the 
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defendants  had  taken  steps  to  obtain  them.  [  Wightman  J.        \  303, 
You  are  yourself  the  cause  of  the  difficulty  by  losing       ymlbld^ 
the  bill    Ought  you  not  to  have  applied  to  all  the    j^^^j^^^jiu 
previoas  parties  who  may  have  the  other  parts  ?    For  all 
that  appears  here,  the  drawer  may  never  have  sent  out 
any  others.] 

At  all  events  the  plea  is  bad,  on  the  ground  that, 
by  the  sale  of  the  bills  and  their  indorsements  on  the 
firsts  of  them,  the  defendants  are  estopped  from  saying 
that  the  seconds,  thirds,  and  fourths  of  exchange  were 
not  delivered  to  them,  and  that  they  never  had  them  in 
their  possession  or  control. 

There  is  little  authority  to  be  found  in  our  law  on 
this  subject.  The  decided  cases  are  two  only, — Holds- 
vforth  V.  Hunter  (a)  and  Perreira  v.  Jopp  (i), — ^both  of 
which  shew  that,  where  bills  are  drawn  in  sets,  the  party 
who  first  obtains  acceptance  of  any  one  part  of  the  sets 
is  entitled  to  the  whole  of  them.  In  the  former  case, 
p.  454,  Lord  Tenterden  says,  ''  Suppose  two  parts  of  a 
foreign  bill  come  to  the  hands  of  the  drawee,  he  accepts 
both,  and  indorses  first  one  part  to  A.  and  afterwards 
the  other  part  to  B.  In  any  question  as  to  property 
between  them,  A.  might  be  entitled  to  both/'  And 
Bayley  J.  says,  "  Where  a  bill  is  drawn  in  sets,  the  party 
claiming  as  holder  ought  to  have  all  the  parts,  for  the 
payment  of  any  one  part  to  another  person  may  defeat 
him.  Here  there  were  three  parts;  and  it  so  happens 
that  all  of  them  were  sent  to  the  drawee,  who  was  also 
payee,  and  he  had  power  to  deal  with  them  in  those  two 
characters.''  And  Parke  J.,  p.  456,  says,  "  The  action 
was  on  two  foreign  bills  accepted  by  the  defendant. 
But  it  was  said  in  defence  that  he  had  before  accepted 

(a)  10  B.  4-  a  449.  (0)  Id.  450,  note  (a). 
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1863.       another  part  of  each  bill,  and  indorsed  it  away  for  valne. 
Pjjj^j^^       Assuming  that  to   be  so,  still  I  think  that,  ahhoiigh 
Kloomami    *^®  defendant  had  not,  after  so  doing,  power  to  bind 
the  drawer,  he  is  estopped  from  disputing  the  regnkiritj 
of  his  own  acceptance.    I  cannot  agree  that  the  doctiine 
of  estoppel  is  inapplicable  to  bills ;    for  an  acceptor  is 
always  estopped  from  disputing  that  the  bill  was  regu- 
larly drawn.''   [CromptonJ,  That  dictum  is  often  pressed 
beyond  its  real  meaning,  which  is,  that  the  indoisement 
makes  one  indorser  collaterally  liable  for  every  other.]   If 
the  drawer  states  on  the  face  of  a  bill  that  it  is  drawn  in 
a  specified  number  of  parts,  he  is  estopped  firom  saying 
there  were  not  that  number.    In  the  same  way  the 
indorsement  on  the  bill  attests  what  is  stated  in  the 
body  of  it.     [^Cromptan  J.     It  is  only  eridence  of  it 
Besides,  if  you  go  on  the  ground  of  estoppel,  your 
immediate  indorser  would  have  the  right  to  the  bills.] 
Several  persons  may  be  estopped.     [^Crompion  J.    The 
estoppel  could  only  hold  up  to  the  time  of  the  indorse- 
ment— not  after  the  indorsee  had  passed  the  biUs  to  the 
other  person  to  whom  you  say  he  ought  to  have  given 
them.     In  Byles  on  Bills,  p.  863,  note  (/),  8th  ed.,  it  is 
said,  "  It  is  the  duty  of  a  person  taking  one  of  the 
several  parts  to  inquire  after  the  others,  Lang  v.  Smyth, 
7  Bing.  284.  294 ;  5  Moo.  ^  P.  78,  &  C. ;  and  he  is  adver- 
tised  by  the  part  which  he  does  take,  that  he  takes  it  with- 
out the  others  at  his  periL'']  Lang  v.  Smyth  does  not  apply 
here.    ILush,  for  the  defendant,  admitted  this.   MeUar  J. 
What  is  said  there  is  a  mere  suggestion.]    Bayh  BiUs, 
ch.  5,  sect.  5,  p.  170,  6th  ed. : — "Upon  the  transfer  of 
a  bill  drawn  in  sets,  each  part  must  be  delivered  to  the 
person  in  whose  favour  the  transfer  is  made ;  otherwise 
the  same  inconveniences  may  follow,  which  would  ensue 
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upon  a  neglect  to  deliver  each  of  them  to  the  payee.''        1868. 
[CrampianS.     In  tixe  preceding -psuge  of  Byles  on  Bills  it       PihIbd" 
is  said,  "These  parts  should  circulate  together;  or  one    kiockmahit, 
may  be  forwarded  for  acceptance  while  the  other  is  deli- 
Tered  to  the  indorsee^  thus  relieving  him  from  the  neces. 
dty  of  forwarding  his  part  for  acceptance^  but  giving  him 
the  indorser's  security  immediately^  and  diminishing  the 
chaaces  of  losing  the  biQ.'']     At  p.  368  the  author  goes 
on : — *'  But  the  whole  set^  of  how  many  parts  soever  it 
be  composed,  constitutes  but  one  bill^  and  the  regular 
payment  and  cancellation  of  any  one  of  the  parts  ex- 
tinguishes alL Bat  as  between  bond  Jide 

hAders  for  value  of  difierent  parts  of  the  same  bill^ 
he  who  first  obtains  a  title  to  his  part  is  entitled  to  the 
other  parts,  and  may,  it  has  been  said,  maintain  trover 
for  them,  even  against  a  subsequent  bond  fiie  holder.'' 
In  Chitty  OH  Bills  of  Exchange,  10th  ed.,  by  Russell 
and  Maclaeklanf  104-  (8),  indeed,  we  find : — "  Foreign 
bilhy  in  general,  consist  of  several  parts,  in  order  that  if 
the  bearer  lose  one,  he  may  receive  his  money  on  the 
other.  If  a  person  has  engaged  to  deliver  a  foreign  bill 
it  seems  that  he  is  bound,  on  request,  to  deliver  as  many 
parts  of  it  as  may  be  applied  for;  but  if  the  drawer 
give  only  one  bill,  he  will,  if  it  should  be  lost,  be  obliged 
to  give  another  of  the  same  date  to  the  loser ;"  for  which 
are  cited  Poihier  and  Pardessus.  But  this  is  at  variance 
with  Story  on  Bills,  sect  66,  where  it  is  said : — "  It  seems, 
that,  if  any  person  undertakes  to  draw  or  deliver  a 
foreign  bill  to  another  person,  he  is  boimd  to  deliver  to  him 
the  usual  set  or  number  of  parts ;"  for  this  he  cites  Chitty ; 
"  and  some  of  the  foreign  jurists  are  said  to  hold,  that 
the  promisee  may,  in  such  a  case,  demand  as  many  parts, 
as  he  chooses.     Of  this,  however  there  may  be  a  reason- 
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1863.  able  doubt  entertained.''  In  note  (2)  be  adds,  "  Mr.Chitty 
P,^^j^~  states  this  to  be  the  opinion  of  PardessUs.  I  do  not  find 
K1.00KMANN  *°y  ®^^^  opinion  stated  in  his  work  on  commercial  law, 
though  he  there  speaks  on  the  subject  of  sets  of  ex- 
change. .  .  .  Upon  the  subject  of  sets  of  exchange, 
Heineccius  says  *  Porro  cambia  vel  sola^  vel  plura  simul 
dan  posse,  jam  supra  animadvertimus.  Posterius  fit 
commodo  prsesentantis,  ut,  uno  alterove  exemplari  de- 
perdito,  reliqms  adhuc  uti  possit.  Tunc  vero  obser- 
vaudum  est  camptoribus;  (1.)  eas  litteras  omnes  pro 
unids  haberi ;  (2.)  easdem  per  onmia  sibi  similes  esse 
debere,  prseterquam  quod  secundis  et  sequentibus  inseri 
solet  clausula,  &c. ;  (3.)  recte  et  adcurate  illas  esse 
numerandas,  ne  binse,  secundse,  vel  tertise,  exstent 
Qui  plures  ejus  generis  tesseras  coUybisticas  (a)  habet, 
primam  statim  potest  prsesentare  ad  acceptandum,  dum 
reliquae  per  alia  loca  gerentur.  Acceptantis  enim  seque, 
ac  trassantis  (ft),  non  interest,  si  vel  maxime  reliquae  per 
ceasionem  in  alienas  manus  perveniant,  quia  non  nisi 
ex  ima  soluit,  ex  reliquis  vero  tum  demum  solutio 
exigi  potest,  si  ilia  ex  prioribus  nondum  sit  praestita.' " 
In  Pothier,  Contrat  de  Change^  l^re  part.,  ch.  3,  §  1,  N.  37, 
"  II  est  encore  aujourd'hui  d'un  usage  tr^-fr6quent  de 
tirer  par  premiere  et  seconde  les  lettres  de  change  qui 
ont  un  certain  nombre  d'usances  k  courir,  surtout  ceUes 
que  Fon  envoie  a  Tetranger.  On  envoie  la  premiere  a 
Tacceptation,  et  Ton  passe  Tordre  sur  la  seconde,  en 
mettant  au  has  chez  qui  on  trouvera  la  premiere  accept^e. 
Quoique  le  tireur  n*ait  d'abord  donne  qu'un  exemplaire, 

(a)  "  Colfybisticas,**  an  adjectiye  evidently  formed  from  coUybistcs, 
or  coUybista,  KoXXvpttrrrls,  a  banker  or  money-changer.  See  Facciohtfs 
Lexicon,  by  BaUey. 

{h)  TrasMire,  perquirere.  Du  Cange^  Glossarium  media  et  i^/lmfi 
Latinitatis, 
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il  est  tenu,  lorsqu'il  en  est  requis^  d'en  donner  un  autre,  i8G3. . 
lorsque  le  premier  a  ete  egare/'  And  again,  ch.  5,  pi^Trd 
sect.  1,  N.  180 :  "  Si  le  porteur  d'une  lettre  de  change  kj^qckmakh 
Fa  egaree  il  doit  s^en  faire  donner  un  second  exemplaire 
par  le  tireur.  Lorsqu'il  ne  tient  pas  immediatement 
da  tireur  la  lettre  de  change,  et  que  la  lettre  contient 
plosieors  endossemens,  il  doit,  pour  avoir  ce  second  exem- 
plaire,  s^adresser  au  dernier  endosseur  qui  lui  en  a  passe 
Pordre;  et  le  dernier  endosseur  doit,  sur  la  requisition 
qui  lui  en  £Eiit  par  ecrit  le  porteur  de  la  lettre,  lui  prater 
aes  hons  offices  aupres  du  precedent  endosseur,  et  ainsi 
d'endosseur  en  endosseur  jusqn'au  tireur,  pour  avoir  un 
second  exemplaire.  C'est  la  disposition  du  r6glement  du 
30  Aa&t,  1714*'  [Crompton  J.  That  is  quite  contrary 
to  your  ailment  that  he  is  baurul  to  give  it.  According 
to  PothuTj  the  last  indorser  is  only  bound  to  lend  the 
bearer  his  good  offices  with  the  previous  indorser.]  So, 
PardessuSf  Cours  de  Droit  Commercial^  part  3,  tit.  2> 
cL  7,  sect.  8,  §  409 :  "  Cependant  il  pent  arriver  qu'4 
Tepoque  de  la  confection  de  la  lettre  de  change,  le 
preneur  n'ait  pas  eu  la  precaution  de  se  faire  donner 
plosieurs  exemplaires.  Dans  cecas,le  porteur  est  autoris6 
a  B^adresser  au  tireur,  s'il  tient  la  lettre  de  lui  imme- 
diatement, sans  rintermediaire  d'aucun  endosseur,  et  k 
lui  demander  un  nouvd  exemplaire  de  la  lettre.  Le 
tireur  est  tenu  d'obtemperer  a  cettedemande,  enprenant 
les  precautions  dont  nous  avons  parle,  Nos.  828  et 
342.  Dans  le  doute  sur  le  point  de  savoir  s'il  a,  ou  non, 
delivre  d6ja  le  duplicata,  triplicata,  ou  autre  exemplaire 
demande,  il  est  prudent  qu'il  marque  celui  qu^il  delivre, 
du  numero  sur  Texactitude  duquel  il  n'a  pas  de  doute. 
Lorsque  le  porteur  ne  tient  pas  la  lettre  immediatement 
da  tireur,  et  qu'eUe  a  et6  negodee,  il  doit  s^adresser 
VOL.  III.  2  n  B.  &  s. 
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1863.  an  dernier  endossenr  qni  Ini  a  passe  Pordie ;  oelui-ci  est 
PiNAED  tenn  siir  cette  requisition,  de  lui  preter  son  nom.et  ses 
KLooKHARir.  ®^^°^  P^"^  ^'S'^'  envevj*  son  propre  endosseuv,  et  amsi  en 
remontant  jusqii'sfi  tircur.  Cos  persopncs  ne  pcuYcnt 
refiiser  leur  nom,  sons  pretexte  qne  le  redamant  n'a  pas 
£Edt,  conlie  elles,  les  diligences  dont  nous  parleroiis  an 
chapitre  snivant,  et  qu'il  est  dechu;  car  le  recouvrc- 
ment  d^ni  exeniplaii*e  pent  avoir  pour  resnltat  de  mettre 
le  demandeur  a  meme  d'agir  contre  quelqnes  obliges  au 
profit  desquels  la  decheance  n*est  pas  encore  enoonroe.'' 

Hanyfnan  (absente  Ltuh),  contra. — The  plaintiff  most 
rest  his  case,  as  between  himself  and  the  defendants, 
on  the  ground  either  of  contract  or  of  the  detention 
of  the  biUs  by  them:  now  the  defendants'  contract 
was  not  with  the  plaintiff,  but  with  Hanibro  jr  Son, 
[  Wighbnan  J.  Have  you  any  authority  that  can  throw 
light  on  this  matter  ?]  No.  All  the  authorities  bearing 
upon  it  seem  to  have  been  already  referred  to. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  did  not  reply. 

WioHTMAN  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  effect  of  the 
case  which  Mr.  Bowll  has  set  up  and  supported  by  the 
dicta  of  several  learned  foreign  jurists  is,  that,  instead 
of  suing  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  apply 
for  the  other  parts  of  this  bill  either  to  the  drawer  or 
the  immediate  indorser.  Here  he  has  done  neither;  if 
he  had,  perhaps  he  would  have  got  all  he  required. 
What  might  have  been  the  effect  of  the  refusal  of  either 
of  those  parties  to  let  him  have  them  it  is  unnecessary 
to  determine, — ^it  is  enough  to  say  that  the  authorities 
are  entirely  against  the  maintenance  of  this  action. 
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Cbompton  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Bamll  1868. 
has  not  been  successfdl  iii  his  argument  He  has  not  fHiabd^ 
produced  any  authority  in  support  of  it.  It  appears  to  klockmasm. 
me  impossible  to  say  that,  as  against  these  defendants, 
there  is  any  obligation  on  them  to  give  the  remaining  parts 
of  these  bills  to  the  plainti£f  when  he  lost  tlie  parts  which 
he  had.  The  obligation  as  put  is,  that  the  indorsers  of 
such  bills  are  bound  to  hand  them  over  from  one  to  the 
other.  I  do  not  see  my  way  even  to  that,  but  we  need 
not  now  inquire  into  it,  for  here  application  for  the  bills 
is  made  to  the  party  who  passed  them  on  to  the  person 
from  whom  the  plaintiff  holds  them.  The  deckration 
is  bad  for  not  shewing  any  such  obligation  or  duty  on 
that  person  to  give  up  or  procure  them,  and  the  plea 
is  bad  for  not  shewing  that  he  had  the  bills  at  the  time 
when  request  was  made  to  the  defendants  for  them.  I 
do  not  see  any  more  obligation  on  the  defendants  in  this 
matter  than  would  be  on  any  stranger  who  has  got  the 
property  of  another;  unless  indeed  it  can  be  made  out 
that  they  are  bound  to  lend  their  good  offices,  or  do 
what  they  could  to  get  the  bills. 

Mbllob  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 
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Saturday, 
January  24th. 

Turnpike  Act, 
3  G.  4.  c.  126. 
«.  121. 
"Wheeled 
carriage^ 
"  Timber, 
stone,  or  other 
thingr 


The  Radnorshirb  County  Roads  Board, 
appellants,  Evans,  respondent. 

The  Turnpike  Act,  3  G,  4.  c.  126.  e,  121.,  enacts,  that  if  anj  person 
shall  haul  or  draw  upon  any  turnpike  road  "  any  timber,  stone,  or  other 
thing,  otherwise  than  upon  wheeled  carriages,  or  shall  sufier  any  timber, 
stone,  or  other  thing,  wnich  shall  be  carried  principally  or  in  port  upon 
wheeled  carriages,  to  drag  or  trail  upon  such  road  to  tne  prejudice  thereof/' 
he  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  not  exceedling  40s.  over  and  above  the 
damages  occasioned  thereby.  On  an  information  for  hauling  and  draw- 
ing upon  the  turnpike  road  a  quantity  of  bolting  straw  otherwise  th&n 
upon  a  wheeled  carriage :  held, 

1.  That  a  wheel-car,  being  a  rough  skeleton  of  woodwork,  about  6fteen 
feet  in  len^h  and  four  in  breadth,  placed  upon  two  wheels,  which  ran 
rather  behind  the  centre,  and  the  forepart  of  it  (which  was  shod  with 
iron)  when  going  down  hiU  slided  along  the  ground  and  retarded  its 
descent,  was  not  a  "  wheeled  carriage"  wiuin  the  meaning  of  the  section. 
But 

2.  Per  Crompton  and  Mellar  JJ.,  Cockbum  C.  J.  dubitante,  that  the 
"  other  thing"  so  hauled  or  drawn  must  be  qjusdem  generis  as  timber 
or  stone. 

/^ASE  stated  by  justices  under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict, 
c.  43. 
At  a  Petty  Sessibns  holden  at  Kniffhton,  in  the  county 
of  Radnor,  the  respondent  appeared  to  answer  an  infor- 
mation laid  at  the  instance  of  the  Radnorshire  County 
Roads  Boards  under  sect.  121  of  The  General  Turnpike 
Act,  3  G.  4.  c.  126.,  which  enacts,  among  other  things, 
as  follows:  If  any  person  or  persons  ''shall  haul  or 
draw,  or  cause  to  be  hauled  or  drawn  upon  any  part  of 
such  turnpike  road,  any  timber,  stone,  or  other  thing, 
otherwise  than  upon  wheeled  carriages,  or  shall  suffer 
any  timber,  stone,  or  other  thing,  which  shall  be  carried 
principally  or  in  part  upon  wheeled  carriages,  to  drag  or 
trail  upon  such  road  to  the  prejudice  thereof;  or  shall 
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use  any  tipstick^  joggle  or  other  instrument  for  the        1863. 
purpose  of  retarding  the  descent  of  any  cart  or  other  radhorbhirb 
carriage  down  any  hill,  in  such  manner  as  to  destroy,   ^""^^^ 
injure  or  disturb  the  surface  of  any  turnpike  road,''  ▼• 

every  person  offending  in  any  of  the  cases  aforesaid, 
shall  for  each  and  every  such  offence  forfeit  and  pay 
any  sum  not*  exceeding  40*.,  over  and  above  the  damages 
occasioned  thereby.'' 

The  information  charged  that  the  respondent  ''did 
cause  to  be  hauled  and  drawn  upon  the  turnpike  road 
in  the  parish  of  Knighton^  in  the  county  of  Radnor ^  a 
quantity  of  bolting  straw  otherwise  than  upon  a  wheeled 
carriage." 

At  the  hearing  of  the  case,  the  complainants  called  a 
witness  who  deposed  that  he  saw  a  wheel-car  belonging 
to  the  respondent,  drawn  by  horses  and  loaded  with 
straw,  on  the  turnpike  road  leading  towards  Knighton ; 
and  described  it  as  follows :  '*  There  were  two  wheels  of 
the  car;  the  wheels  are  at  the  back  part  of  the  carriage, 
the  forepart  slides  along  the  ground,  which  is  injurious 
to  the  turnpike  road ;  it  is  the  worst  thing  that  can  be 
used  on  a  road  that  has  been  fresh  stoned,  as  it  drives 
all  before  it.  On  the  above  occasion  the  forepart  of  the 
carriage  slided  along  the  turnpike  road."  The  carriage 
called  a  wheel-car  is  used  by  farmers  in  that  neighbour- 
hood for  the  purpose  of  hauling  farm-produce,  coppice 
wood  and  fern,  from  those  portions  of  hill  farms  which 
would  be  inaccessible  to'  carts  and  waggons.  Tt  is  a 
rough  skeleton  of  woodwork,  about  fifteen  feet  in  length 
and  four  feet  in  breadth,  placed  upon  two  wheels  which 
run  rather  behind  the  centre,  and  the  forepart  of  it 
(i»hich  is  shod  with  iron)  when  going  down  hill  slides 
along  the  ground  and  retards  its  descent. 
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1868.  The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  straw  hauled  by 

IUdnobshiu  ^®  respondent^  being  upon  a  carriage  with  wheds,  was 
^'b^S**^  upon  a  "  wheeled  carriage''  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Act ;  and  that  the  words,  "  timbcTy  stone  or  other  tiungf' 
were  intended  to  apply  to  something  of  the  like  nature 
or  quality  as  timber  or  stone,  and  therefore  dismissed 
the  information. 

The  opinion  of  this  Court  was  requested  as  to  whether 
or  not  the  justices  were  correct  in  point  of  law  in  their 
determination. 

GUmore  Evans^  for  the  appellants. — First.  The  term 
"  wheeled  carriages"  in  sect.  121  of  stat.  8  G.  4.  c.  12& 
means  carriages  entirely  drawn  upon  wheels.  That  is 
the  meaning  of  the  word  ^'  carriage''  in  other  sections  of 
the  Act :  for  instance,  sect.  5  regulates  the  construction 
of  the  tire  or  tires  of  the  wheels  ''  of  any  waggon,  cart 
or  other  such  carriage,  which  shall  be  used  or  drawn  on 
any  turnpike  road  ;*'  and  sect.  6  enacts  that  *'  no  waggon 
or  other  such  carriage  shall  be  allowed  to  travel  or  be 
used  on  any  road,  with  the  fellies  of  the  wheels  thereof 
of  a  less  breadth  than  three  inches.''  The  wheel-car  in 
question,  which  is  partly  drawn  on  wheek  and  partly 
drags  on  the  ground,  is  within  the  mischief  contemplated 
in  sect.  121 ;  and  that  mischief  can  only  be  reached  by 
an  information  under  the  first  clause.  If  an  information 
had  been  preferred  against  the  respondent,  under  the 
clause  against  using  a  ''tipstick,  joggle  or  other  instru- 
ment for  the  purpose  of  retarding  the  descent  of  any 
cart  or  other  carriage  down  any  hill,"  it  would  have 
been  objected  that  the  forepart  of  the  carriage  which 
slided  along  the  road  was  not  an  instrument  analogous 
to  a  tipstick. 
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Secondly.   Tlie  words  ''other  thing*'  in  sect  121  1863. 

mean  ''  any  other  thing."    The  role  of  construction  as  radkorshibb 

to  words  ejnsdem  generis  does  not  apply.  ^'^B^^  " 


No  ooonsel  appeared  for  the  respondent 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  I  do  not  doubt  that  this  wheel*car, 
reference  being  had  to  the  peculiar  construction  of  it, 
was  not  a  carriage  upon  wheels ;  for  although,  generally 
speaking,  it  might  be  so,  yet  the  question  Iiere  being 
what  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  oficuce  when  it 
was  being  drawn  on  the  turnpike  road,  it  became  tlieu  a 
species  of  sledge  carriage,  the  apparatus  in  the  forepart 
of  it  sUding  along  the  road  ;  and  therefore  it  was  not  a 
''wheeled  carriage''  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  3  G.  4, 
c.  126.  *.  121, 

The  other  is  a  more  difficult  question.  The  clause 
pointing  out  the  description  of  load  which  is  not  to  be 
carried  otherwise  than  upon  wheeled  carriages,  or  which, 
when  carried  principally  or  in  part  upon  wheeled  car- 
riages, is  not  to  be  allowed  to  drag  or  trail  upon  the 
road  to  the  prejudice  thereof,  specifies  "any  timber, 
stone,  or  other  thing ;"  and  the  question  is  whether  the 
words  "other  thing*'  are  limited  by  the  words  going 
before.  Considering  this  as  a  remedial  enactment  for 
the  protection  of  roads  against  a  prejudicial  use  of  them, 
I  am  inclined  to  give  a  large  construction  to  the  clause, 
and  not  subject  the  general  words  to  be  governed  by 
those  which  go  before,  according  to  a  rule  the  application 
of  which  is  very  often  inconvenient.  But  my  learned 
brothers  think  that,  the  "  other  thing"  must  be  ejusdem 
generis  as  the  "timber"  and  "  stone"  before  mentioned ; 
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1863.       and^  having  expressed  my  doubts,  I  do  not  wish  to 

Radnorshire  Oppose  their  view. 

Cou^y  ^ads       rjij^^  ^^^  j^  ^j^^^  ^j^^  j  ^^^  ^  overruling  the 

Evans        decision  of  the  justices  on  the  first  point,  I  do  not 
oppose  the  affirming  of  their  decision  on  the  second. 

Cbompton  J.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  this  wheel* 
car  is  rather  a  sledge  carriage  than  a  carriage  on  wheels, 
as  the  forepart  of  it  slides  along  the .  ground,  and  its 
having  two  wheels  behind  does  not  make  it  altogether 
a  wheeled  carriage. 

On  the  other  point,  I  think  the  ordinary  rule  of  con- 
struction when  applied  to  the  words,  '^any  timber,  stone, 
or  other  thing,''  ought  to  lead  us  to  hold  that  the  "other 
thing''  must  be  something  weighty,  and  which,  when 
loaded  on  the  carriage  would  cause  the  same  injury  to  the 
road  as  timber  or  stone ;  especially  when  we  see  the  same 
words  used  in  the  next  sentence  of  the  clause.  Probably 
it  was  not  intended  to  prevent  the  use  of  a  sledge  for 
the  conveyance  of  such  light  burdens  as  hay  and  straw ; 
and  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  hay  or  straw  could  injure  a 
road  by  dragging  or  trailing  upon  it.  At  any  rate,  this 
is  a  clause  subjecting  persons  to  a  penalty,  and  is  to 
be  construed  strictly ;  and  I  think  it  would  be  dangerous 
not  to  adopt  the  general  rule. 

Therefore  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  information  was 
rightly  dismissed  on  the  second  ground,  though  in  all 
probability  the  justices  were  wrong  on  the  first  point. 

Mellob  J.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  order  must 
be  affirmed.  Mr.  Evans  has  argued  the  case  ingeniously  ; 
but,  agreeing  with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  on  the  point 
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V. 

Etavs. 


as  to  the  construction  of  this  carriage  not  bringing  it        1863. 

within  the  term  ''wheeled  carriage/^  I  think  that,  in  iudnorshibb 

construing  the  words  ''  any  timber,  stone,  or  other   ^''^^^^^ 

thing,"  we  must  consider  the  latter  term  to  be  limited 

to  tilings  of  the  same  nature  as  timber  or  stone,  and 

calculated  to  do  the  same  amount  of  mischief  to  the 

road.    The  section  appears  to  be  artistically  drawn ;  for 

in  the  first  clause  against  riding  or  driving  on  footpaths, 

after  enumerating  certain  animals,  the  words  are  "  cattle 

or  carriage  of  any  description'' ;  and  in  sect.  122,  giving 

the  surveyors  power  to  impound  cattle  found  straying 

about  a  road,  the  words  "  horse,  ass,  sheep,  swine''  are 

followed  by  "  other  beast  or  cattle  of  any  kind ;"  so  that 

the  language  seems  to  be  purposely  varied. 

Order  affirmed. 


Sandbey  against  Michell  and  another. 

Dedaeadon  by  a  creditor  against  the  sureties  on  an  administration 
boad  in  the  form  given  by  the  rules  of  the  Probate  Court,  under  stat. 
20&21  Vict  c.  77.  s,  81.,  and  assigned  to  him  in  puisuance  of  sect.  83, 
AQeging  that  assets  came  to  the  hands  of  the  administrator,  and  that 
he  vastod  and  appropriated  and  disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use, 
and  did  not  pay  tne  debt  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  thereby  put  to  damage, 
and  that  aU  things  existed  and  nappened  necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  hare  the  bond  assigned  to  him,  and  to  make  the  assignment  to  him 
Tilid,  and  to  entitle  him  to  recover  on  the  bond  the  debt  and  damages 
Bustamed.  Plea,  that  the  only  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  bond  was 
the  non-payment  of  the  debt  of  the  plaintiff.  Heplication,  that  the 
administrator  wasted  and  misappropriated  and  disposed  to  his  own  use, 
personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  deceased  sufficient  to  pay,  and  where- 
vith  he  could  and  ought  to  have  paid,  the  debt  of  the  plaintiff:  Held 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  judgment,  as  the  bond  could  only  be 
enforced  for  the  benefit  of  persons  interested  in  the  estate  of  the  intes- 
tate, and  not  to  recover  the  debt  of  the  plaintiff,  and  this  even  although 
the  plaintiff  alleged  a  devastavit  as  the  reason  why  the  administrator 
had  not  paid  the  debt. 

nPHE  declaration  stated  that  Edward  Bawden  died  in 
the  year  1860  intestate^  and  thereupon,  after  the 


Tuesday^ 
January  27th. 

Probate  Act, 
1857,  20  #  21 
Vict.  c.  11, 
M.  81.  83. 
Administra- 
tion bond. 
Assignment 
to  creditor. 
Action, 
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1863.        passing  and  coming  into  operation  of  stat.  20  &  21  Fid. 
Sahdeit      ^'  ''''•'  administration  of  Ids  estate  and  effects  was  granted 
J^^^^      to  John  Bawden  by  virtue  and  in  pursuance  of  that 
Act :  and  thereupon  John  Batoden^  with  tlic  defendants 
as   his  sureties  in  tliat  belialf,  in  pursuance  of  the 
provisions  of  tliat  Act^  gave  bond  to  the  Right  Hon. 
Sir  CressweU  Cresswell,  Kniglit,  then  and  at  all  times 
thereafter  being  the  Judge  of  the  Pix)bate  Court,  which 
bond  was  sealed  by  John  Bawden  and  the  defend- 
ants respectively,  and  was  in  the  form  by  law  and  the 
practice  of  the  said  Court  in  that  belialf  directed  and 
required/ that  is  to  say,   &c.     Tlie  condition  of  the 
bond,   by  wliich   John    Batoden   and   tlic   defendants 
were  jointly  and  severally  bound  in  the  sum  of  900/., 
was,  ''  that  if  the  above  bounden  John  Bawden^  the 
natural  and  lawful  brother  and  one  of  the  next  of 
kin  of  Edward  liawden^  late  of  &x;.,  deceased,  who  died 
on  the  12th  July  1860,  a  bachelor,'without  parent  and 
intestate,  do,  wh^i  lawfully  called  on  in  that  behalf, 
make  or  cause  to  be  made  a  true  and  j)erfect  inventoiy 
of  all  and  singular  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the 
said  deceased  which  liave  or  sliall  come  to  his  hands, 
possession  or  knowledge,  or  into  tlic  hands  and  posses- 
sion of  any  otlier  person  for  him,  and  the  same  so  made 
do  exhibit  or  cause  to  be  exhibited  into  the  IMstrict 
Registry  of  Bodmin^  attached  to  Her  Majesty's  Court 
of  Probate,  whenever  required  by  law  so  to  do ;  and  the 
same  personal  estate  tmd  effects,  and  all  other  the  per- 
sonal estate  and  effects  of  the  said  deceased  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  which  at  any  time  after  shall  come  to  the 
hands  or  possession  of  the  said  John  Bawden,  or  into 
the  hands  or  possession  of  any  other  person  or  persons 
for  him,  do  well  and  truly  administer  according  to  law, 
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(that  is  to  say)  do  pay  tlie  debts  which  he  did  owe  at        1863. 
his  decease;  and  Airther,  do  make  or  cause  to  be  made      Sahdeit 
a  true  and  just  account  of  his  said  adDiinistratiou  wlien-      Michbix. 
ever  required  by  law  so  to  do,  and  all  the  rest  and 
residue  of  tbe  said  personal  estate  aiid  effects  do  deliver 
and  pay  unto  such  person  or  persons  as  shall  be  entitled 
thereto  mider  an  Act  of  Parliament,  intituled,  'An  Act 
for  the  better  settling  of  Intestates'  Estates/  [22  &  28  . 
Car.  2.  c.  10.]  }  and  if  it  sliall  hereafter  appear  that  any  • 

last  will  and  testament  was  made  by  the  said  deceased, 
and  the  executor  or  executors  tlierdn  named  do  exhibit 
the  same  into  tiie  said  C!ourt,  making  request  to  have 
it  allowed  and  approved  accordingly,  if  the  said  John 
Bawden^  being  tliereunto  required,  do  render  and  deliver 
the  said  letters  of  administration  (approbation  of  such 
testament  being  first  liad  a)  id  made)  into  tlic  said  Court ; 
then  this  obligation  to  be  void  and  of  none  effect,  or  else 
to  remain  in  full  force  and  virtua''  Tlie  declaration 
then  proceeded  to  allege  tliat  Edward  Batoden,  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
sum  of  362. 18«.,  wliich  still  remained  unpaid,  of  which 
debt,  and  the  non-payment  thereof,  John  Bawden  had 
notice;  and  after  the  said  decease  personal  estate  and 
effects  of  Edward  Bawden  to  a  large  amomit,  to  wit, 
500^,  and  sufficient  wholly  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  said 
debt,  and  wherewith  John  Bawden^  as  administrator, 
conld  have  satisfied  the  same,  came  to  his  hands  and 
possession  as  admimstrator :  yet  he  did  not  well  and 
truly  administer  according  to  law  the  said  personal 
estate  and  effects,  and  wrongfully  wasted  and  appro- 
priated and  disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use,  and 
did  not  pay  the  said  debt  to  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby 
the  condition  of  the  bond  was  broken,  and  the  bond  was 
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1863.        forfeited.     And  by  reason  of  the  premises,  and  in  and 
Sandeet      ^^^^  suing  John  Batoden  as  administrator  in  the  Court 
MicHKLL.      ^^  Queen's  Bench  for  the  said  debt,  and  obtaining  judg- 
ment and  execution  of  the  same,  and  endeavouring  to 
enforce  by  law  and  to  obtain  payment  of  the  same,  the 
plaintiff  was  put  to  great  cost  and  damage.    And  by 
reason  also  of  the  premises  in  and  about  causing  John 
Batoden  and  the  defendants  to  be  cited  into  the  Probate 
»  Court  for  the  purpose  of  the  plaintiff's  applying  for  and 

obtaining  the  assignment  thereinafter  mentioned,  and 
in  and  about  procuring  such  assignment,  the  plaintiff 
was,  before  this  suit,  obliged  to  pay,  and  to  incur  the 
liability  to  pay,  other  costs  and  expences.  The  de- 
claration concluded  by  alleging  that  after  the  said 
breach  of  condition,  and  after  the  death  of  John 
Bawden^  to  wit,  on  the  19th  June^  1862,  the  bond  and 
all  benefit  and  advantage  arising  therefrom  was,  in 
pursuance  of  an  order  made  by  the  Court  of  Probate, 
after  the  said  breach  of  condition  and  on  being  satisfied 
of  the  same,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the 
said  statute,  assigned  by  Edward  Francis  Jenner,  one  of 
the  registrars  of  the  said  Court,  to  the  plaintiff  (the 
plaintiff  being  named  in  that  behalf  in  the  said  order), 
the  said  assignment  being  duly  signed,  sealed  and 
executed  by  the  said  registrar ;  and  all  things  existed 
and  happened  necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  have 
the  bond  assigned  to  him,  and  to  make  the  assignment 
to  him  valid,  and  to  entitle  him  to  recover  on  the  bond 
the  said  debt  and  the  damages  sustained  by  him  as 
aforesaid :  yet  the  defendants  had  not  paid  the  same 
or  any  part  thereof,  nor  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  bond, 
or  any  sum. 

Plea.  That  the  only  breach  of  the  condition  of  the 
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bond  that  had  happened  or  been  committed  vas  the        1863. 
non-payment  by  John  Batcden  of  the  said  debt  to  the      sajtd&kt 
plaintiffi  Michbll. 

Demnrrer,  and  joinder  therein. 

Beplication.  That  John  Batcden  did  wrongfully  waste 
and  misappropriate,  and  dispose  to  lus  own  use,  per- 
sonal estate  and  eflfects  of  Edward  Batcden  sufficient  Xm 
pay,  and  wherewith  he  could  and  ought  to  have  paid, 
the  debt  to  the  plaintiiOf,  and  which  he  did  not  pay. 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  therein. 

Asplandy  for  the  plaintiff. — The  Act  to  amend  the  law 
relating  to  probates  and  letters  of  administration,  20  &  21 
Vict,  e,  77,  sect  80,  repeals  so  much  of  the  former  Acts, 
21  H.  &  c.  5.  and  22  &  23  Car.  2.  c.  10.,  commonly 
called  the  Statute  of  Distributions,  as  require  a  bond  to  be 
given  by  the  person  to  whom  administration  is  granted ; 
and  sect  81  enacts,  that  **  every  person  to  whom  any 
grant  of  administration  shall  be  committed  shall  give 
bond  to  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Probate  to  enure 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Judge  for  the  time  being,  and  if 
the  Court  of  Probate,  or  (in  the  case  of  a  grant  from 
the  district  registry)  the  district  registrar,  shall  require, 
with  one  or  more  surety  or  sureties,  conditioned  for  duly 
collecting,  getting  in  and  administering  the  personal 
estate  of  the  deceased,  which  bond  shall  be  in  such  form 
as  the  Judge  shall,  from  time  to  time,  by  any  general  or 
special  order,  direcf  Sect.  82  regulates  the  penalty 
of  the  bond.  And  by  section  83  the  Court  may,  on 
appUcation  made  on  motion  or  petition  in  a  summary 
way,  and  on  being  satisfied  that  the  condition  of  any 
such  bond  has  been  broken,  order  one  of  the  registrars 
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1863.        of  the  Court  to  assign  the  same  to  some  person  to  be 
Sahdbbt      named  in  snch  order;  and  snch  person,  his  executow 
MioHBLL.      ^^  administrators,  sliall  thereupon  be  entitled  to  sue  on 
the  same  bond,  in  his  name,  both  at  law  and  in  equity, 
as  if  the  same  Iiad  been  originally  given  to  Idm  instead 
of  to  the  Judge  of  tlie  Court,  and  shall  be  entitled  to 
Kcover  tliereoii  as  trustee  for  all  persoiis  interested  the 
full  amount  recoverable  in  respect  of  any  breach  of  the 
condition  of  the  said  bond.     Tlie  bond  in  the  present 
case  follows  the  form  required  by  the  rules  made  by  the 
Court  of  Probate  in  pursuance  of  stat.  20  &  21  Vict 
c  77.,  wliich  form  provides  expressly  for  paying  the 
debts  of  the  intestate.     And  beuig  for  the  payment  of 
debts,  it  is  also  within  the  words  in  sect.  81,  ''adminis- 
tering the  personal  estate  of  the  deceased/' 

The  old  authorities  decided  on  stat  22  &  23  Car.  2. 
e.  10.,  and  the  form  of  the  bond  given  in  pursuance 
of  it,  have  no  bearing  on  a  bond  in  tlie  present  form. 
Stat.  21  H.  8.  c.  6.  s.  3.  directs  the  Ordinary  to  grant 
administration, ''  taking  surety  of  1dm  or  them,  to  whom 
shall  be  made  such  commission,  for  the  true  administra- 
tion of  the  goods,  chattels  and  debts  which  he  or  they 
shall  be  so  authorized  to  minister.''  And  stat.  22  &  23 
Car.  2.  c.  10.  s.  2.  prescribes  the  conditions  of  the  bond, 
one  of  which  is  that  the  administrator  ''do  wdl  and 
truly  administer  according  to  law,^  without  specifying  the 
payment  of  debts.  In  The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury 
V.  Robertson  (a).  Lord  Lyndhurst,  remarking  on  Brown 
V.  The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  (b),  says,  p.  710:  "In 
that  case  the  plaintiiBT  was  a  creditor,  and  in  his  replica- 
tion had  assigned,  as  a  breach  of  the  condition  of  the 
(a)  1  O.  #  K  090.  {b)  Lutw.  882. 
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bond,  tliat  the  intestate  was  indebted  to  him  by  bond  in  18G8. 
a  sum  of  200/. ;  that  assets  to  that  amoimt  had  come  Savdbr 
to  the  bauds  of  the  administratori  and  that  the  bond  HicHn.1;. 
debt  was  not  paid  by  the  administrator.  The  Court  of 
Eing^s  Bench,  upon  demurrer,  gave  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff:  upon  a  writ  of  error  that  judgment  was  after- 
wards reversed,  upon  the  ground,  as  the  Court  stated, 
that  the  breach  assigned  was  not  withiu  the  meaning 
of  the  condition.  That  decision,  as  I  understand  it, 
amounted  to  this^-that  the  object  of  the  Act  was  not 
to  provide  a  remedy  for  creditors,  for  they  ah-eady  had, 
by  law,  a  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  their  debts ;  and 
therefore  that  the  breach  so  assigned  was  not  within  tiie 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament — within 
the  meaning  of  the  Legislature  at  the  time  they  passed 
that  law."  This  bond,  being  expressly  conditioned  for 
the  payment  of  debts,  the  breach  assigned  is  good,  and 
the  plea  is  bad. 

BtfOar^foTthe  defendants. — The  first  point  arises  on  the 
replication,  which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  new  assignment 
This  bond  does  not  comply  with  the  terms  of  stat 
20  &  21  Vkt.  c.  77.  s.  88.,  and  therefore  the  assignee 
cannot  sue  upon  it.  It  i&  not  necessary  to  contend  that 
the  bond  is  void.  In  Edmonds  v.  ChallU  (a)  it  was 
held  that  a  replevin  bond,  the  condition  of  which  was 
in  the  form  generally  used,  but  varied  firom  the  terms  of 
Stat  11  G.  2.  c.  19.  s.  28.,  though  it  might  be  a  good 
▼olnntary  bond  between  the  parties,  could  not  be  assigned. 
[He  also  cited  Stanrfeld  v.  HeUawell  (ft).]  Sect.  81  says 
that  the  bond  shall  be  conditioned  *'  for  duly  collect- 
ing, getting  in  and  administering  the  personal  estate  of 
(a)  7  a  B,  4ia  (6)  7  Exch.  373. 
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1863.  the  deceased/'  There  are  six  conditions  in  this  bond : 
Samdbbt  !•  The  making  an  inventory  of  the  effects  of  the  de- 
MioHiLi.  ceased.  2.  The  exhibiting  it  in  the  District  Registry 
of  the  Probate  Court  at  Bodmin,  8.  The  well  and 
truly  administering  the  effects  of  the  deceased.  4.  The 
making  a  true  account  of  his  administration.  5.  The 
administering  the  residue  of  the  effects  according  to 
Stat.  22  &  23  Car.  2.  c.  10.  6.  The  delivering  the 
letters  of  administration  into  the  Court  if  a  will  of  the 
deceased  should  be  discovered.  The  first  and  second 
conditions  are  not  within  stat  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  77. ;  the 
third  is  within  it;  but  the  fourth  and  fifth  are  not^ 
and  the  fifth  may  involve  difficult  questions,  such  as 
that  of  domicile.  ICockbum  C.  J.  If  the  bond  had 
been  assigned  to  the  administrator  it  would  have  im< 
posed  no  new  obligation  on  him :  he  must  administer 
according  to  the  Statute  of  Distributions.]  The  con- 
dition of  the  bond,  given  in  pursuance  of  stat.  22  &  23 
Car.  2.  c.  10.  s.  2.,  did  not  bind  the  administrator  to 
distribute  the  surplus  of  the  intestate's  estate,  after  pay- 
ment of  debts,  until  there  had  been  a  decree  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court ;  The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v. 
Tappen  {a).  Although  stat.  20  &  21  VicU  c.  77.  s.  80. 
repeals  the  old  statutes,  it  does  not  repeal  the  power 
of  the  Probate  Court  to  make  a  decree  with  refer- 
ence to  the  administration  of  the  residua  [He  referred 
to  sect.  23.]  ICockbum  C.  J.  The  administrator  has 
duties  to  perform  independently  of  a  suit  and  the  decree 
of  the  Court.  Crompton  J.  Is  not  the  form  of  the 
bond  in  the  nature  of  procedure?  The  Judge  of  the 
Probate  Court  is  to  make  general  regulations  and  it  is 
his  duty  to  direct  the  form  of  the  bond.  By  stat. 
(a)  SB.^a  151. 
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20  &  21  VicL  c.  77.  s.  119.  the  roles  and  orders  so  made        1868. 
are  to  be  laid  before  the  two  Hooses  of  Parliament      Sakobbt 
After  thatj  mnst  they  not  be  considered  valid?]     Sect      hichsll. 
119  probably  refers  to  the  rules  and  orders  to  be  made 
in  pursuance  of  sect  60  for  regulating  the  procedure 
and  practice  of  the  County  Courts  in  relation  to  their 
jurisdiction  and  proceedings  under  this  Act.     But  the 
laying  of  roles  and  orders  before  the  Houses  of  Parlia- 
ment cannot  give  validity  to  a  bond  the  condition  of 
which,  though  framed  according  to  those  roles,  does  not 
comply  with  the  statute. 

Secondly.  The  breach  alleged,  vi2.,  the  non-payment 
of  a  debt  due  from  the  administrator  qua  administrator 
to  a  creditor,  is  not  a  breach  of  the  condition  to  admi- 
nister truly  according  to  law.  In  Brawn  v.  TTie  Arch- 
hUhop  of  Canterbury  (a),  where  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber  reversed  the  judgment  of  this  Court,  the  con- 
dition of  the  bond  was  in  substance  the  same  as  in  the 
present  form,  and  the  only  difference  between  the 
two  cases  is  that,  in  that  case,  there  was  a  debt 
bj  obligation.  The  reasons  of  the  judgment  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  do  not  appear ;  but  one  may  be 
that  if  non-payment  of  a  debt  was  a  breach,  the  admi-^ 
nirtrator  might  be  concluded  from  paying  funeral  ex- 
pences  which  have  precedence  even  before  a  bond  debt 
This  point  is  governed  by  the  question  whether  this  is 
an  assignable  bond ;  and  the  judgment  of  Lord  Lynd" 
hurst  in  The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  Robertson  (b) 
shews  that,  according  to  the  old  authorities, —  The 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  Willis  (c),  Greenside  v. 
Benson  (d),  recognised  in  The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury 

(a)  Luiw,  882.  (b)  1  Or.  f  M,  690. 710. 

{e)  1  8alk,  315.  (d)  3  Mk.  248. 

VOL.   III.  2    E  B.    &   S. 
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1863.  ▼•  Tappen  (a), — a  creditor  could  not  sue  for  nonpayment 
Samdrbt  ^^  ^  ^®^*  ^'^  *^®  bond,  even  though  he  alleged  a  de?aa- 
MioHKLL.  **^^*  which  prevented  the  debt  being  paid.  [Crompton  J- 
referred  to  1  Williamtfs  Executors^  470,  and  note  (6), 
5th  ed.]  Sect.  83  of  stat  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  77.  for  the  first 
time  introduced  an  action  on  the  administration  bond 
by  a  creditor,  but  it  did  not  alter  the  law  except  in  that 
respect.     [He  was  then  stopped.] 

Asptand,  in  reply.— The  intention  of  the  Legislature, 
in  passing  stat.  20  &  21  Vict  c.  77.,  was  to  sweep  away 
the  old  law  so  far  as  restrained  a  creditor  from  suing  on 
the  administration  bond  to  enforce  payment  of  his  debt. 
[fFightman  J.  An  individual  creditor  has  his  remedy 
to  recover  his  debt  by  action  against  the  administrator.] 
The  payment  of  debts  is  a  most  important  part  of 
administration,  because  the  next  of  kin  has  only  an 
interest  in  the  residue.  The  bond  under  stat.  21  H.  8. 
c.  5.  was  as  general  as  this  is ;  and  the  things  mentioned 
in  the  condition  of  this  bond  are  comprised  within 
stat.  20  &  21  Vtci.  c.  77.  s.  81.  The  making  an  inven- 
tory is  matter  of  practice  only.  The  bringiag  in  of  the 
will  is  required  by  sect.  75,  and  the  duties  of  an  admi- 
nistrator do  not  end  as  soon  as  a  will  is  discovered. 
Even  if  part  of  the  condition  of  this  bond  goes  beyond 
the  statute,  the  condition  may  be  split,  and  that  part 
would  be  surplusage,  and  the  bond  would  be  assignable 
notwithstanding.  Further,  the  bond  may  be  considered 
as  sued  upon  by  the  assignee  as  trustee  for  all  persons 
interested.  Stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  77.  has  express  refer- 
ence  to  creditors;  the  repealed  Acts  had  reference  only 
to  distribution  amongst  the  legatees,  the  next  of  kin,  and 
(a)  8  B.  #  C.  161. 
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persons  entitled  to  the  residue;  per  Lord  Hardtoiche,  in        1868. 
fFalSs  V.  Pipon  (a).  Saiidbkt 

V. 

HlOBXLL. 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  Under  the  old  law  the  administration 
of  the  estate  and  effects  of  an  intestate  was  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  ecclesiastical  authorities,  and  the  Ordi- 
nary was  empowered  to  take  a  bond  from  the  administrator 
to  ensure  due  administration.  When  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  in  matters  testamentary  was 
abolished,  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Judge  of  the  Court 
of  Probate  substituted,  it  became  necessary  to  give  him 
the  power  to  exact  a  bond  for  due  administration,  which 
before  was  vested  in  the  Ordinary ;  and,  inasmuch  as  it 
would  have  been  inconvenient,  where  it  was  necessary 
to  assign  the  bond,  that  a  suit  to  enforce  it  should 
be  instituted  in  the  name  of  the  Judge  of  the  Probate 
Courts  a  new  enactment  was  introduced  enabling  a  ere* 
ditor  to  whom  the  bond  had  been  assigned  to  sue  in  his 
own  name,  not  for  his  own  benefit,  but  as  trustee  for  all 
persons  interested  in  the  estate.  That  shews  an  intention 
to  leave  the  effect  of  the  assignment  of  the  bond  as  it 
stood  under  the  old  law.  Now  it  is  dear,  on  the  autho- 
rities, that  a  creditor  taking  an  assignment  of  the  bond 
given  to  the  Ordinary,  could  sue  for  the  benefit  of  all 
peraouA  interested,  but  not  for  his  own  debt,  even  though 
he  alleged  a  devastavit  as  the  reason  why  the  adminis- 
trator was  not  able  to  pay.  On  the  present  pleadings 
the  plaintiff,  the  creditor,  alleges  the  non-payment  of 
his  debtj  it  is  true  he  alleges  a  devastavit,  but  only 
as  the  reason  why  his  debt  is  not  paid.  That  is  the 
veiy  case  in  which  the  authorities  tell  us  he  cannot 
(a)  Ambl.  188. 
2  E  2 
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1868.  sue.  In  any  way  in  which  we  read  the  plea  and  tlie 
Sahdebt  repKcation,  the  'present  case  is  within  the  authority 
MioHBLi.  ^^  **^®  ^^*^^  ^*^  ^  ^**  Archbishop  of  Canterbtay  v. 
Robertson  (a) ;  and  the  law  laid  down  there  is  un- 
touched by  Stat.  20  &  21  Vict  c.  77. j  except  that,  instead 
of  suing  in  the  name  of  the  Ordinary,  the  creditor  now 
sues  in  his  own  name  as  assignee  of  the  bond,  mutatis 
mutandis.  Our  judgment  therefore  must  be  for  the 
defendants. 

I  will  add,  that  the  law  is  based  on  the  soundest  prin- 
ciple :  the  bond  is  taken,  not  for  the  benefit  of  any  par- 
ticular person,  but  for  the  due  distribution  of  the  estate 
generally ;  and  it  cannot  be  put  in  force,  for  the  benefit 
of  any  particular  creditor  who  has  peculiar  remedies, 
which  ought  not  to  be  mixed  up  with  that  which  is 
intended  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  are  generally 
interested  in  the  estate. 

WioHTMAN  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  recent 
statute,  20  &  21  Vict  c.  77.,  has  made  no  alteration  in 
the  law  beyond  this,  that  it  enables  a  creditor,  on  having 
the  bond  assigned  to  him,  to  sue  in  his  own  name  instead 
of,  as  before,  in  the  name  of  the  Ordinary.  The  point 
has  been  already  decided ;  and  I  refer  to  the  cases  cited 
in  T/te  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  v.  Robertson  (a),  as 
authorities  for  the  opinion  which  I  entertain,  that  the 
plaintiff  cannot  maintain  an  action  on  the  ground  which 
he  suggests  in  his  declaration  and  replication.  Lord 
Lyndhurst  C.  B.,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
in  that  case,  points  out  that  the  law  clearly  was  that  a 
creditor  shall  not  sue  for  his  debt  upon  the  bond  even  if 
(a)  ICr.iAf.  690. 710. 
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he  suggests  a  devastavit     That  is  exactly  applicable  to  1868. 

the  present  case :  the  only  change  being  that  the  action  Sandbet 

in  form  is  in  the  name  of  the  assignee,  instead  of  the  hichbll. 
Ordinary. 

Cbomvton  J.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  my  brother 
Wightman  have  pointed  out  the  true  distinction,  that 
the  bond  may  be  enforced  for  a  general  wasting  of  the 
estate,  but  not  to  compel  payment  of  the  debt  of  a 
creditor,  even  though  he  allege  a  devastavit  which  has 
led  to  the  non-payment;  and  the  creditor,  though  now 
suing  in  his  own  name,  is  essentially  in  the  same  position 
as  the  Archbishop  was  before  the  passing  of  stat.  20  & 
21  Vict.  c.  77.  The  cases  which  were  cited  by  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  and  my  brother  Wightman^  decided  under 
the  old  law,  shew  that  the  Ordinary  could  only  sue  for 
the  general  benefit  of  the  persons  interested,  and  not  for 
the  non-payment  of  a  particular  debt.  The  only  difficulty 
on  this  part  of  the  case  arises  from  the  somewhat  loose 
way  in  which  the  pleadings  are  framed;  because  the 
declaration,  although  setting  out  the  bond,  alleges  a 
breach  of  the  condition  by  non-payment  of  the  plain* 
tiff's  debt,  and  then  states  the  damages  arising  from  the 
detention  of  it;  and  after  stating  the  assignment  of  the 
bond  there  is  this  general  allegation,  that ''  all  things 
existed  and  happened  necessary  to  entitle  th^  plaintiff  to 
have  the  bond  assigned  to  him,  and  to  make  the  assign- 
ment to  him  valid,  and  to  entitle  him  to  recover  on  the 
bond  the  said  debt  and  the  damages  sustained  by  him.'' 
Looking  at  all  these  allegations  I  think  the  present  case 
IB  brought  within  those  referred  to  by  my  brother  Wight" 
man,  for  they  shew  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  creditor  suing 
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1863.  for  his  own  debt  and  for  damages  for  the  detention  of  it, 
Sandbet  And  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate  generally. 
HicHBLL.  As  to  the  subsequent  pleadings.  The  plea  merely  states 
that  the  only  breach  of  the  condition  was  the  non- 
payment of  the  debt :  to  this  the  replication  is^  that  the 
administrator ''  did  wrongfully  waste  and  misappropriate, 
and  dispose  to  his  own  use,  personal  estate  and  effects 
of  Edward  Bawden  sufficient  to  pay,  and  wherewith  he 
could  and  ought  to  have  paid,  the  debt  to  the  plaintiff;" 
which  either  fortifies  the  declaration  by  saying  that  the 
reason  why  the  defendants  did  not  pay  the  debt  was  a 
devastavit  of  the  effepts  of  the  intestate,  or  is  a  departure 
fix)m  the  declaration,  asserting  a  new  breach,  and  so  is 
bad  on  general  demurrer  according  to  recent  authorities. 
But  I  understand  it  as  fortifying  the  declaration  by 
shewing  how  the  non-payment  of  the  debt  for  which  the 
creditor  is  suing  arose,  viz.,  by  a  devastavit. 

Mellob  J.  concurred. 

Aspland  asked  to  be  allowed  to  amend  the  dedaration, 
so  that  the  plaintiff  should  sue  as  trustee  under  sect.  83 
of  Stat.  20  &  21  Vkt.  c.  77. 

Per  Curiam.  Upon  payment  of  costs  within  one 
month  the  plaintiff  to  be  at  liberty  to  amend ;  otherwise 
judgment  for  the  defendants. 
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1868. 


The  Queen  against  Head  and  The  Metropolitan  Saturday, 

^  ^  January  2iiti. 

Board  of  Works.  

Metropolia 
Local  Manage- 
The  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.  8, 161.   f^ent  Act, 
enActB  that  the  sewers  rate  shallbe  leyied  on  the  persons  and  in  respect    ig  ^  19  yict. 
of  the  property  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  and  shall  be  assessed   ^.  12O.  ss,  161. 
upon  the  net  annual  Talue  of  such  proper^  ascertained  b;^  the  rate  for    i($3^  164. 
the  time  being  for  the  relief  of  the  poor.    Sect.  163  provides  that  the    Sewers  rate. 
seiren  rate  shall,  as  reeards  land  used  as  arable,  meadow,  or  pasture   Mains  and 
ground  only,  or  as  woodland,  orchard,  market  garden,  hop,  herb,  flower,  pipes  of  Oas 
frnit,  or  nursery  gpround,  be  assessed  and  IcTied  in  the  proportion  of  one-    Company. 
fourth  part  only  of  the  net  annual  value.    And  sect.  164  provides  *'  that 
▼here  any  property  was  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  first  commission 
under  the  said  Act  of  the  11  &  12  Vict,  c,  112.  (The  Metropolitan  Com- 
misions  of  Sewers  Act),  entitled  to  exemption  &om  or  to  any  reduction  or 
allowance  in  respect  of  the  sewers  rate,  such  exemption,  reduction,  or 
allowance  shall  be  observed  and  allowed  in  levying  any  sewers  rate 
under  this  Act."     On  appeal  by  a  gas  light  and  coke  Company  against  a 
tewexa  rate,  in  which  they  were  assessed  in  respect  of  their  mains  and 
pipes  upon  their  net  annual  value  ascertained  by  the  poor  rate  for  the 
time  being,  the  Sessions,  being  of  opinion  that  the  appellants  derived 
o&lv  half  of  the  benefit  in  respect  of  their  mains  and  pipes  as  compared 
with  otherproperty  in  the  parish,  reduced  the  rate  to  one  half  the 
amount    Held  that,  inasmuch  as  the  mains  and  pipes  did  not  fall  within 
the  description  of  property  mentioned  in  sect.  163,   nor  within   any 
exemption  or  reduction  mentioned  in  sect.  164,  the  appellants  were  not 
entitled  to  any  deduction  on  the  ground  of  the  mains  and  pipes  deriving 
less  benefit  than  other  property  from  the  sewers. 

f\ti  appeal  at  the  Middlesex  Quarter  Sessions^  by  The 
Imperial  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Company,  against  a 
Bewers  rate^  made  by  William  Buxton  Head,  a  person 
appointed  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  to  levy 
moneys  required  by  the  Board  for  the  parish  of  Fulham, 
pursuant  to  stat.  18  &  19  Vict  c.  120.  *.  168.,  the  Quar- 
ter Sessions  reduced  the  rate  to  one  half  the  amount^ 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following 
case. 

The  appellants  are  a  Company,  incorporated  by  Act 
of  Parliament,  for  supplying  the  public  with  gas.     The 
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1863.       ^^^  ^  question  was  duly  made^  allowed  and  published. 
The  QuExv    ^^  heading  was  as  follows : 

HBij)  &0.  "A  rate  or  assessment^  made  this  25th  May,  1861, 
under  and  by  virtue  of"  stat  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120., 
"intituled  'An  Act  for  the  better  Local  Management 
of  the  Metropolis*,  after  the  rate  of  4d.  in  the  £  upon 
the  net  annual  value  of  the  property  by  law  rateable  to 
the  relief  of  the  poor  within  that  part  of  the  parish  of 
Fulham,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  which  was  at  or 
immediately  before  the  determination  and  expiration  of 
The  Metropolitan  Sewers  Act,  1848,  included  in  the 
Counter  Creek  separate  sewerage  district  (exoepfc  so  &r 
as  regards  land  in  the  said  part  of  tbe  said  parish  used 
as  arable,  meadow  or  pasture  ground  only,  or  as  wood- 
land, orchard,  market  garden,  hop,  herb,  flower,  firuit  or 
nursery  ground,  which  said  last  mentioned  land  is,  in 
and  by  this  assessment,  assessed  in  the  proportion  of  one 
fourth  part  only  of  the  net  annual  value  of  such  land), 
for  levying,  in  the  said  part  of  the  said  parish  of  FuHuxm, 
the  sum  of  3402. 14^.  6<2.,  required  by  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works  for  the  purposes  of  the  first  mentioned 
Act,  for  the  year  ending  the  81  st  December,  1867,  by 
me,  WiUiam  Buxton  Head,  of  &c.,  being  the  person 
duly  appointed  by  the  said  Board,  under  the  providons 
of  the  said  first  mentioned  Act,  to  levy  the  money  re- 
quired by  them  as  aforesaid ;  which  amount  the  Board  of 
Works  for  the  FuUiam  District,  constituted  by  the  said 
first  mentioned  Act,  were  required,  by  a  precept  of  the 
said  Metropolitan  Board,  made  on  the  6th  August,  1858, 
and  directed  to  be  duly  served  upon  the  said  District 
Board  of  Works,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  said 
first  mentioned  Act,  to  pay,  within  the  time  and  in  the 
manner  therein  limited,  and  which  amount  the  said 
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District  Board  of  Works  for  the  Fulham  District  had,        1863. 
before  the  appointment  of  me  as  aforesaid  by  the  said    The  Quxsh 
Metropolitan  Board,  made  default  in  paying  as  required      h^^^  ^e. 
by  the  said  precept/' 

The  appellants  were  rated  and  assessed  in  respect  of 
tbeir  '^  Ghs  works,  consisting  of  retort  houses,  and  retorts 
therein,  purifier  and  purifying  houses,  lime  sheds,  gas 
holders,  valve  house,  the  fixed  machinery,  various  build- 
ings and  appurtenances,  wharf  and  lay-byes,  their  mains 
and  apparatus  for  supplying  persons  with  gas,  clerks' 
houses,  lodge,  &c.,  &a,''  the  rateable  value  being  stated 
at  3910L  and  90/.  The  appellants  are  occupiers  of  land 
in  the  parish  of  Fulham  by  (amongst  other  things)  their 
mains  and  pipes  for  supplying  persons  with  gaSj  and  the 
sum  of  90/.  appearing  in  the  assessment,  against  which 
this  appeal  was  made,  was  the  rateable  value  of  such 
mains  and  pipes.  The  above  assessment  on  the  gas 
Company  was  made  on  the  net  annual  value  of  the 
property,  and  was  identical  with  the  assessment  on  the 
same  property  in  the  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in 
the  parish.  The  amount  of  90/.  was,  for  the  purpose 
of  this  case,  to  be  taken  as  the  fair  annual  value  of  the 
said  property,  assuming  that  the  Company  were  to  be 
assessed  in  respect  of  their  mains  and  pipes  on  the  same 
pnnciple  as  the  occupiers  of  houses  and  other  rateable 
property  in  the  parish.  The  expences,  in  respect  of  which 
the  rate  in  question  was  made,  were  incurred  by  the 
Board  for  the  formation  and  maintenance  of  the  main 
sewers  necessary  for  the  drainage  of  the  district  in  which 
the  parish  is  contained. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  the  appellants  contended 
that,  the  mains  and  pipes  being  used  only  for  the  purpose 
of  conveying  gas  for  lighting  the  parish,  they  derived  a 
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1863.  ^^^  amount  of  benefit  from  the  sewers  made  and  mam- 
The  QuxsH  tained  for  the  drainage  of  the  district  than  house  pro- 
Hkad  &C.  P®'^'  *^^  *^*  ^^  ^^^  therefore  entitled  to  haye 
the  rate  reduced.  It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the 
respondents,  that  the  appellants,  being  rated  in  respect 
of  property  by  law  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poori 
and  being  assessed  upon  the  net  annual  value  of  such 
property  ascertained  by  the  rate  for  the  time  being  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor,  and  not  having  shewn  that  they 
were  entitled  to  any  exemption,  or  reduction,  or  allow- 
ance by  law,  or  by  the  practice  of  the  separate  sewerage 
Commissioners,  within  the  meaning  of  the  164th  section 
of  Stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.,  or  the  76th  section  of  stat. 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  112.,  were  properly  rated* 

The  Quarter  Sessions,  being  of  opinion  that  the  appel- 
lants derived  only  half  of  the  benefit  in  respect  of  their 
mains  and  pipes  as  compared  with  other  property  in  the 
parish,  reduced  the  rate  to  one  half  the  amount. 

If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Quarter 
Sessions  were  empowered  to  take  into  consideration  the 
amount  of  benefit  that  accrued  to  the  appellants,  and  to 
make  any  reduction  on  that  ground,  the  order  reducing 
the  rateable  value  of  the  mains  and  pipes  from  90/.  to 
45/.  was  to  stand;  otherwise,  the  original  rateable  value 
was  to  be  retained. 

J.  Clerk,  fVoolktt  and  R,  V.  Richards,  for  the  appel- 
lants.— ^The  Sessions  have  found  that  the  property  of  the 
appellants,  consisting  of  mains  and  pipes,  derives  from 
the  outlay  on  the  sewers  only  half  the  benefit  which  house 
property  in  the  parish  derives,  and  therefore  they  were 
right  in  reducing  the  rate  on  them  to  one  half  the  ori- 
ginal amount.    The  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act, 
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18  &  19  VicL  c.  120.  s.  161.,  directs  that  the  sewers  rate,        1868. 
lighting  rate  and  general  rate  "  shall  be  levied  on  the    Tb«  Quuh 
persons  and  in  respect  of  the  property  by  law  rateable     hbad,  ^. 
to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  the  respective  parishes,  and  shall 
be  assessed  upon  the  net  annual  value  of  such  property 
ascertained  by  the  rate  for  the  time  being  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor/'     Sect.  168  provides,  ''that  any  sewers  rate 
raised  under  this  Act  shall,  as  regards  all  land  used  as 
arable,  meadow,  or  pasture  ground  only,  or  as  woodland, 
orchard,  market  garden,  hop,  herb,  flower,  fruit,  or  nursery 
ground  be  assessed  and  levied  in  the  proportion  of  one 
fourth  part  only  of  the  net  annual  value  of  such  land.'' 
And  sect.  164  provides  "  that  where  any  property  was  at 
the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  first  commission  under  the 
said  Act  of  the  11  &  12  Vict  c.  112.,  entitled  to  exemption 
from  or  to  any  reduction  or  allowance  in  respect  of  the 
sewers  rate,  such  exemption,  reduction,  or  allowance  shall 
be  observed  and  allowed  in  levying  any  sewers  rate  under 
this  Act."    This  section  shews  that  the  Legislature  con* 
adered  that  partial  exemptions,  reductions,  or  allowances 
existed  under  the  old  law ;  and  it  preserves  any  exemption 
or  reduction  to  which  property  is  entitled  either  by  law 
or  by  the  practice  of  the  separate  sewerage  Commissioners 
at  the  time  of  the  first  commission,  under  the  Act  for  the 
Metropolitan  Commissions  of  Sewers,  11  &  12  Vict  c.  112. 
Sect.  76  of  the  last  mentioned  Act  contains  a  similar  pro- 
w  to  sect.  164  of  the  other  Act,  viz., ''  that  where  in  any 
separate  sewerage  district  any  property  is  by  law  or  by 
the  practice  of  the  existing  commissions  or  Commis- 
sioners  of  sewers  entitled  to  exemption,  wholly  or  par- 
tially, from  or  to  any  reduction  or  allowance  in  respect 
of  the  sewers  rate,  the  Commissioners  shall,  in  making 
the  district  sewers  rate,  observe  and  allow  such  exemp- 
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1868.        tion^  reduction^  or  allowance.'^    And  in  The  MdropoVtan 
Tbe  Qusk7   Board  of  Works  v.  The  VauxhaU  Bridge  Company  (a), 
HsAD,  &c.     ^rA  CampbeU,  deUvering  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
said^  p.  982, ''  We  therefore  cannot  judicially  determine 
the  great  question  meant  to  be  submitted  to  us,  whether^ 
under  stat  11  &  12  Vict  c.  112.,  property  is  to  be  rated 
according  to  the  old  established  principle  of  the  law  of 
sewers,  having  regard  to  the  benefit  derived  from  the 
sewers  by  the  property  to  be  rated,  or  all  property 
within  the  district  is  to  be  assessed  uniformly  as  for  a 
poor  rate  or  highway  rate  :**  but  the  Court,  solidted  by 
both  parties,  intimated  their  opinion  upon  the  question^ 
and  Lord  Campbell,  after  reading  sect  76,  added,  p.  983^ 
''This  seems  clearly  to  intimate  that,  in  rating,  the  benefit 
derived  from  the  sewers  by  the  property  rated  shall  still 
be  regarded/'     ICrompton  J.    I  never  had  this  point  in 
my  mind  as  far  as  I  was  party  to  the  judgment  in  that 
case :  I  was  only  present  during  the  first  part  of  the 
argument.]     In   2Tl^   Overseers  of  St  Botolph  without 
Aldgate,  appts,.  The  Board  of  Works  for  the  Whitechapel 
District,  respts.  (b),  which  was  the  case  of  a  cleansing 
and  lighting  rate  under  sect  158,  if  the  Board  had 
considered  that  one  portion  of  the  district  derived  less 
benefit  than  another,  and  had  made  the  rate  accordingly, 
this  Court  would  not  have  interfered  with  the  exercise 
of  their  discretion ;  and,  according  to  the  law  of  sewers, 
the  amount  of  benefit  derived  governs  the  amount  of 
liability.     In  Callis  on  Sewers,  pp.  222-3,  2d  ed.,  it  is 
said,  "  It  may  be  a  grand  question,  whether  these  laws 
of  sewers  will  permit  any  exemptions  to  any  person  or 
persons,  and  by  the  strict  penning  of  the  words  of  this 
commission,  it  seems  to  oppose  all  such  privileges  and 
(a)  IK^B.  964.  (A)  29  X.  J,  M.  C  228. 
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disdiarges,  as  exemptions  be ;  The  ancient  commission  1868. 
which  is  in  the  Register^. and  in  Fitz.  Nat  Br.  are  The  Qoxev 
exceeding  strict."  After  setting  ont  the  words,  he  pro-  hiad,  &c. 
ceeds :  ^' And  the  words  in  our  statute  be  in  e£fect,  '  and 
all  such  which  reap  profit  or  sustain  damage,  shall  be 
assessed  /  which  words  seem  not  to  admit  of  discharges : 
Yet  in  my  opinion  out  of  the  strict  words  of  these  com- 
missions thore  be  some  exemptions,  though  not  expressed 
in  words,  yet  supplied  in  reason,  and  are  to  be  added  in 
construction.  First,  for  the  grounds  lying  between  the 
sea  banks  and  the  seas  are  in  reason  exempted  from  the 
duu^  of  the  banks  and  walls,  because  they  can  take  no 
safety  thereby.  Secondly,  those  grounds  which  be  upon 
an  ascent,  and  not  on  the  level,  are  also  by  the  rule  of 
reason  exempted  fit)m'  assesses  to  be  imposed  only  by 
the  power  of  these  laws.''  He  t)ien  gives  other  examples 
of  exemption.  The  principle  that  property  benefited  in 
different  degrees  is  to  be  rated  differentiy  was  carried 
out  in  Bex  v.  The  Commisswners  of  Sewers  for  the  Tower 
Hamlets  (a).  Lord  Tenterden  said,  p.  521,  "  The  principle 
has  always  been  laid  down  and  acted  on,  that  no  person 
is  to  contribute  to  the  expense  except  those  who  derive 
benefit  from  it.'*  \_CocUum  C.  J.  CaUis  does  not  lay 
down  that  where  property  derives  some  benefit  it 
shall  be  assessed  in  proportion  to  the  benefit.  The 
first  and  second  instances  he  gives  are  cases  in  which  no 
benefit  is  derived.]  It  would  be  strange  that  the  super- 
incumbent land  should  be  subject,  under  sect.  168,  to  a 
rate  at  one-fourth,  and  that  the  mains  and  pipes  under 
it  should  be  rated  at  the  full  value  assessed  in  the  poor 
rate.  In  Soady  v.  Wilson  {b)  there  is  only  a  sembk  in 
the  marginal  note  that  in  an  action  against  the  Com* 

(a)  9  B.  #  Or.  617.  (&)  3  A.  #  E.  248. 
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1863.        missioners  for  levying  a  rate^  if  it  appeared  that  they 
The  QuKBN    ^*^  jurisdiction,  this  Court  would  not  inquire  whether 
Hbj^  &c     ^^^  ™^  ^***  proportioned  to  the  benefit  received  firom 
the  sewerage  by  the  party  rated. 

Metcalfe  (Hertsktt  with  him),  for  the  respondents.— 
If  property  within  a  district  derives  some  benefit  from 
the  drainage  works,  The  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act,  18  &  19  Vict  c,  120.,  prescribes  the  mode  of  rating. 
Sect.  161  directs  that  the  rate  shall  be  assessed  upon 
the  net  annual  value  as  ascertained  by  the  poor  rate; 
and  it  is  not  contended  that  the  mains  and  pipes  of  the 
appellants  are  not  assessable  to  the  poor  rate  on  the  M 
value.  Sect.  163  is  not  applicable  to  mains  and  pipes ; 
neither  does  it  direct  that  the  rate  shall  be  in  proportion  to 
the  benefit  derived.  The  present  case  is  not  within  any 
exemption  contemplated  by  the  164th  section.  The 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  v.  The  VauxhaU  Bridge 
Company  (a)  is  distinguishable.  Lord  CampbeU  C.  J., 
at  the  end  of  the  judgment,  p.  984,  said,  ''  We  must 
refirain  from  giving  any  opinion  as  to  whether  benefit 
was  derived  firom  the  sewers  to  any  or  what  part  of 
the  property,  which  the  Commissioners  must  be  fully 
competent  to  determine.'^  And  in  that  case  it  was 
contended  that  the  bridge  was  not  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Commissioners.  In  Masters  v.  Scroggs  (b), 
and  Stafford  v.  Hamston  (c),  the  person  assessed  to  the 
sewers  rate  received  no  benefit.  The  principle  that 
actual  benefit  received  by  the  property  regulates  the 
imposition  of  the  sewers  rate  was  carried  out  in  Beg,  v. 
Hie  Great  Western  BaUtvay  Company  (d),  and  Good- 

(a)  7  ^.  #  -B.  964.  (6)  SM.fS,  447. 

(c)  2  A  #  A  e9i.  id)  E.  s.  #.  R  eoo. 
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child,  appt,  TTie  Trustees  of  St  John,  Hachney,  respts.  (a) ;       1868. 
though,  in  the  latter  case^  the  tithe  commutation  rent    The  Quskh 
charge  was  held  exempt  firom  the  lighting  and  eewers     hbad,  &c. 
rate,  mider  stat.  18  &  19  Vict  c.  120.  s.  161.,  because, 
in  Hackney,  tithes  had  not  been  previously  rated  to  the 
sewers  rate.   In  DorUng,  appt.,  The  Epsom  Local  Board 
of  Health,  respts.  {b),  where  a  special  district  rate  was 
laid  on  the  whole  district  under  sect  86  of  stat.  11  &  12 
Vict.  c.  63.,  and  a  large  part  of  it,  owing  to  the  inclina- 
tion of  the  ground  and  the  character  of  the  occupation, 
derived  no  direct  or  immediate  benefit  from  the  works,  it 
was  held  that  the  benefit  to  the  district  was  the  general 
criterion,  though  it  was  discretionary  with  the  Local 
Board   whether  they  would  divide  the  district  under 
sect.  89.     (He  was  then  stopped  by  the  Court) 

CocKBUKN  C.  J.  The  result  of  the  discussion  is  that 
the  order  of  Sessions  must  be  quashed. 

I  do  not  wish  to  be  considered  as  infringing  upon 
the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Callis  on  Sewers,  that  pro- 
perty can  only  be  assessed  to  a  sewers  rate  if  it  derives 
benefit  firom  the  sewer.  That  doctrine  was  applied  by 
this  Court  in  The  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  v.  The 
VauxhaU  Bridge  Company  {c),  and  I  adopt  all  that  was 
there  said  by  Lord  Campbell,  which  is  in  effect  the 
doctrine  laid  down  by  Callis.  But  when  we  apply  the 
doctrine  practically,  I  understand  that  the  question  of 
therateabilityof  a  given  area  to  asewersrateis  not  to  be 
determined  by  the  accidental  and  temporary  use  to 
which  it  is  applied  at  the  time ;  for,  owing  to  the  changes 

(a)  KB.^E.  1,  46.  (h)  5  E.  f  B.  471. 

(e)  7  £L  #-8.964. 
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1863.        which  are  continually  taking  place  in  the  suburbs  of  the 
The  QusER~  Metropolis,  where  there  are  open  fields,  or  where  a  hovd 
Hi/d»&c.     stands  to-day,   a  great  mansion  may  be  erected  to- 
morrow ;  but  by  ascertaining  whether  the  property  is 
drained,  either  immediately  or  mediately,  so  as  to  derive 
benefit  from  the  drainage  works  in  respect  of  which  the 
rate  is  imposed ;   and,  as  soon  as  the  fact  of  the  rate- 
ability  is  established,  it  is  not  a  question  of  degree  depend- 
ing upon  the  particular  use  to  which  the  premises  may 
for  the  time  be  applied.    The  principle  on  which  the 
rateability  depends  is  that  which  the  Legislature  has 
established,  namely,  the  value  of  the  premises  as  as- 
sessed to  the  poor  rate:  it  is  not  a  question  of  degree 
with  reference  to  the  quantum  of  benefit  which  the 
property  derives,  but  a  question  of  degree  withreference  to 
thevalueof  theproperty.  Thequestion  of  benefit  is,  indeed, 
more  or  less  involved  in  that  of  value ;  because  the  degree 
of  benefit  which  property  derives  fex)m  drainage  works 
depends  on  its  value  arising  from  the  purposes  to  which 
the  area  may  be  applied,  whether  to  common  agricultural 
purposes  or  to  buildings.     But  the  quantum  of  value  is  a 
much  safer  criterion  than  the  precise  amount  of  benefit 
which  the  property  in  its  particular  state  may  derive  firom 
the  sewer ;  the  determination  of  which  is  indeed  a  matter 
of  almost  insuperable  difficulty.   Therefore  I  think  that, 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  though  I  admit 
the  point  is  not  free  from  difficulty;   rateabOity  to 
some  extent  not  being  in  dispute,  inasmuch  as  that 
fact  is  involved  in  the  admission  that  the  premises  do 
derive  some  benefit  from  the  drainage;  the  case  is 
not  within  the  principle  laid  down  in  Callis  and  in  Tlu 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  v.  The  VauxhaU  Bridge 


XXVI.   VICTORIA.  429 

Cmpamf  (a),  and  therefore  the  appellants  are  not  entitled        i863. 
to  any  exemption  or  reduction.  The  Qubbh 


Crompton  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  pro- 
perty of  the  appellants  is  to  be  assessed  on  its  net  annual 
ralae  ascertained  by  the  rate  for  the  time  being  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor.     It  may  be  hard  that,  T^hen  there 
is  only  a  small  portion  of  land,  it  is  to  be  assessed, 
not  as  so  much  land,  but  at  the  improved  value  of 
the  land  by  reason  of  buildings  erected  upon  it;  but 
that   is  the  general  law,   and  we  cannot  disturb  it. 
Then  the  question  is,  whether  the  present  case  comes 
withm  the  exception  in  the  163d  section  of  stat.  18  & 
19  Vict.  c.  120.,  as  to  land  used  as  arable,  meadow,  or 
pasture  ground  only,  or  as  woodland,  orchard,  &c.,  which 
are  to  be  assessed  at  one-fourth  only  of  the  net  annual 
value,  or  within  any  exemption  or  reduction  referred 
to  m  the  164th  section.     In  the  former  section  there 
is  no  mention  of  mains,  pipes  or  anything  of  that  kind ; 
and  the  only  question  is  how  to  construe  the  latter 
section:  "Where  any  property  was  at  the  time  of  the 
issuing  of  the  first  commission  under  the  said  Act  of 
the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  112.,  entitled  to  exemption  from 
or  to  any  reduction  or  allowance  in  respect  of,  the 
sewers  rate,  such  exemption,  reduction,  or  allowance 
shall  be  observed  and  allowed  in  levying  any  sewers 
rate  under  this  Act.''    We  are  to  see  whether  this 
reduction  can  be  taken  as  attached  to  the  use  of  the 
property  by  any  law  of  sewers.     It  is  almost  admitted 
by  Mr.  Ckrk  that  he  could  not  shew  that  there  was 
snch  a  law.     It  is  clear  that  a  district  not  benefited  by 

(a)  7E.fR  964. 
VOL.  III.  3    F  B.    &  S. 
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1863.       the  sewer  is  exempted ;  and  in  Bex  v.  The  Commismnen 
TheQumr     ^  Sewers  far  the  Tower  Hamkts  (a)  it  was  Md  that 
HbiL'  &c     *'*®'®  ™*y  ^  separate  levek  under  the  jnrifldictioii  of 
one  set  of  Commissioners^  for  one  portion  of  which  they 
may  require  one  rate  and  for  the  other  portion  a  diffiBrent 
rate.     But  there  is  no  case  or  authority  which  says  that 
the  rate  may  be  reduced  by  reason  of  the  maimer  in 
which  a  particular  part  of  a  field,  within  the  limits  of  the 
district  drained,  is  used.     And  I  do  not  think  the  reason 
of  the  thing  would  allow  a  reduction  of  the  rate  to  be 
made  firom  time  to  time  according  to  the  use  made  of 
the  property.    Here  it  is  said  that  because  the  appeUants, 
though  they  require  draining  to  some  extent,  do  not  for 
the  particular  use  of  one  part  of  their  land  require 
the  drainage  so  much  as  for  the  other  part,  there  is  to 
be  a  reduction  of  the  rate  on  that  part.    I  do  not 
think  that  is  the  meaning  of  the  enactment.    The 
criterion  is  the  relation  of  the  drainage  to  the  level 
of  the  land.    K  the  drainage  of  the  district  is  so 
effected  as  to  benefit  that  particular  field,  we  cannot 
inquire  into  the  amount  of  benefit :  the  rate  cannot  vary 
because  at  one  time  the  property  is  used  as  a  garden 
which  the  owner  would  wish  to  be  drained,  and  at 
another  as  a  cowhouse  or  pigsty  which  requires  moisture. 
According  to  the  argument  of  Mr.  Clerk  there  would  not 
be  a  permanent  difference:  but  one  which  migbt  rtnj 
firom  month  to  month,  and  firom  year  to  year.    But 
that  is  not  the  meaning  of  the  exemption  in  CaBis,  nor 
of  the  two  cases  on  which  so  much  relianoe  has  been 
placed.    I  think  the  meaning  of  CaBis  is,  that  if  land, 
by  reason  of  its  situation,  receives  a  benefit  firom  the 

(a)  9  A  #  a  917. 
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drainage  in  a  particular  district  or  level,  the  particular       1868. 

use  wbich  is  made  of  the  land  so  benefited  is  not  to  be    The  Qussh 

r^rded.    That  is  quite  consistent  with  Bex  v.  The     g^*  ^ 

Commueianers  of  Sewers  for  the  Tower  HdmJeU  {a\  in 

which  it  was  held  that  where  there  are  separate  levels 

in  a  district  under  one  set  of  Commissionersy  and  one 

level  does  not  derive  benefit  fix>m  the  sewers  in  the 

others,  separate  rates  should  be  assessed  upon  each 

level.    Nor  is  it  inconsistent  with  anything  in  The 

MetropoStan  Board  of  Works  v.  TTie  VauxhaU  Bridge 

Company  {b)  I  for  when  we  look  at  that  case  we  see 

that  the  attention  of  the  Court  was  called  to  the  mode 

in  which  the  property  was  situate  with  reference  to  the 

levels  and  the  inclination  of  the  ground,  and  not  to  the 

use  which  was  made  of  it,  and  that  the  rate  was  not  to 

vaiy  according  to  the  manner  in  which  it  was  used  in 

different  years. 

MiLLOB  J.,  having  been  present  during  part  only  of 
the  argument^  took  no  part  in  the  judgment. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed, 
(a)  9  ^.  #  C  617.  (6)  7  R  f  B.  964. 
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Wednesdat^t 
January  21st. 

Order  ofrt- 
moval. 

9  &  10  Vict 
c.  66. ».  4. 
Sickness  or 
accident  pro- 
ducing per- 
manent dis- 
ability. 
Appeal  to 
Quarter  Ses- 


The  Queen  against  The  Overseers  of  the  United 
Parishes  of  St.  Mary  and  St.  Andrew, 
Whittlesey. 

Where,  under  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66.  s,  4.,  a  warrant  for  the  remoTil  of 
a  pauper  on  account  of  sickness  or  accident  is  granted  by  justices  of  the 
peace,  who  state  therein  that  they  are  satisfied  that  the  sickness  or 
accident  will  produce  permanent  disahility,  no  appeal  lies  to  the  Qiuzter 
Sessions  against  this  statement 

/^ASE  from  the  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Isle  of  Ely. 
Two  justices  of  the  peace  had  made  an  order^  under 
Stat.  9  &  10  Fict  c.  66.  s.  4s,  for  the  removal  of  Sarah 
OahenfulU  a  female  pauper^  and  her  two  legitimate  clul- 
dren,  from  the  parish  of  the  united  parishes  of  St.  Mary 
and  St  Andrew,  Whittlesey,  in  the  Isle  of  JEly,  in  the 
county  of  Cambridge,  to  the  parish  of  Sharrington,  in 
the  county  of  Kent,  being  the  place  of  their  last  legal 
settlement.  The  order  was  made  on  the  ground  that 
ihey  had  become  chargeable  to  the  former  parish  in 
respect  of  relief  made  necessary  by  sickness  of  the  Baid 
Sarah  OahenJuU,  and  stated  that  the  justices  were  satis- 
fied, by  the  evidence  before  them,  that  the  said  sickness 
of  the  said  Sarah  Oakenfull  was  such  as  would  produce 
permanent  disability. 

The  order  of  removal,  notice  of  chargeability,  and 
grounds  of  removal  having  been  duly  served,  notice  of 
appeal  was  given,  one  of  the  grounds  of  which  was,  that 
the  sickness  of  the  pauper  was  not  such  as  would  ''pro- 
duce permanent  disabiUty.^' 

When  the  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard  a  preliminary 
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objection,  to  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer^  was  taken        i863. 
by  the  respondents,  and  overruled  by  the  Court.  The  Quskn 

The  Conrt  then  proceeded  to  hear  the  appeal  on  the  ovewecra  of 
merits,  and,  the  appellants  having  traversed  the  allegation  Whiitimit. 
Gontamed  in  the  second  ground  of  removal,  that  the 
nckness  of  the  pauper,  the  said  Sarah  OahenfuU,  was 
such  as  to  produce  permanent  disability,  called  upon  the 
respondents  to  prove  that  allegation.  The  respondents 
however  contended  that  the  justices  who  granted  the 
order  ha?ing,  in  pursuance  of  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66.  s.  4., 
duly  stated  on  the  tsice  of  it  that  they  were  satisfied  that 
the  sickness  was  such  as  to  produce  permanent  disability, 
such  statement  was  conclusive,  and  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  could  not  on  appeal  review  their  finding. 

For  the  appellants  it  was  contended,  that  the  order 
of  removal  was  not  conclusive  as  to  the  question  of  the 
permanency  of  the  disability,  and  that,  this  part  of  the 
respondents'  grounds  of  removal  having  been  traversed 
by  the  appellants,  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  had 
power  to  decide  the  question  whether  the  sickness  of  the 
pauper  was  such  as  to  produce  permanent  disability. 

The  Sessions  held  that  they  had  power  to  determine 
whether  the  sickness  was  such  as  would  in  £Eict  produce 
permanent  disability,  notwithstanding  the  statement 
loade  by  the  justices  in  the  order  of  removal;  and 
medical  evidence  accordingly  was  produced  by  the  re- 
spondents to  prove  that  the  sickness  was  of  such  a  nature. 

The  Sessions,  after  hearing  the  witnesses,  were  of 
opinion  that  the  sickness  of  the  pauper  was  not  such  as 
to  produce  permanent  disability,  and  on  that  ground 
quashed  the  order  of  removaL 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  were : 

First  (This  question  was  on  the  preliminary  objection. ) 

▼OL.  III.  2  o  B.   &  8. 
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Secondly.  Whether  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
had  power  to  decide,  on  appeal,  whether  in  fact  the  sick- 
nesa  of  the  pauper  was  such  as  to  produce  permanent 
disability. 

If  this  Court  should  answer  in  the  negative  either  of 
these  questions,  then  the  order  of  Sessions  was  to  be 
quashed  and  the  original  order  of  removal  confirmed. 

If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  both  these 
questions  were  to  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  then 
the  order  of  Sessions  quashing  the  order  of  removal  was 
to  be  confirmed. 


Orridgey  in  support  of  the  order  of  Sessions.— 
The  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66.  s.  4.  enacts,  ''No  warrant  shall 
be  granted  for  the  removal  of  any  person  becommg 
chai^able  in  respect  of  relief  made  necessary  by  sick- 
ness or  accident,  unless  the  justices  granting  the  warrant 
shall  state  in  such  warrant  that  they  are  satisfied  that 
the  sickness  or  accident  will  produce  permanent  dis- 
ability.'' The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  has  power  to 
review  the  decision  of  justices,  that  the  sickness  under 
whch  a  pauper  labours  is  one  that  ''  will  produce  per- 
manent disability/'  In  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  qfPrior^s 
Hardwick  (a),  indeed,  Pattesan  J.  said,  p.  171,  "The 
Sessions  cannot  entertain  the  question  whether  the  sick- 
ness was  or  was  not  likely  to  be  permanent  It  is  for 
the  removing  justices  to  certify  as  to  that,  on  the  face  of 
their  order ;"  but  that  was  not  the  point  in  that  case. 
{^Crompton  J.  The  statute  does  not  say  that  the  pauper 
shall  not  be  removed  unless  the  sickness  will  produce 
permanent  disability — it  only  says  that  the  justices 
shall  certify  that  fact  They  may  be  mistaken,  still 
the  pauper  would  be  removable.   Whether  sickness  will 

(a)  12  Q,  S.  168. 
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prodace  permanent  disability  is  a  speculative  question.]        1868. 

The  order  of  removal  is  an  ex  parte  proceeding;  for    ths Quebm 

the  justices  have  only  before  them  the  person  making    o^^jj^  of 

the  complaint.     ICromptan  J.     If  the  justices  decided  Whittlmbt, 

that  the  sickness  would  not  produce  permanent  disability 

their  decision  would  be  conclusive ;  why  then  should  their 

decision  not  be  conclusive  when  it  is  the  other  way  ?] 

The  object  of  the  Legislature  was  to  prevent  persons 

being  removed  who  laboured  under  merely  temporary 

sickness.    K  the  decision  of  the  justices  is  conclusive^ 

the  pauper  is  deprived  of  his  right  of  appeal.     [Mellor  J. 

Is  there  any  instance  where  this  has  been  made  the 

subject  of  appeal?]     The  practice  varies  at  different 

Sessions.  An  appeal  lies  against  the  decisions  of  justices 

under  the  statute  which  renders  penal  in  the  metropolis 

the  unlawful  possession  of  stolen  property :  2  &  3  Fict 

c.  71.  Si.  24.  50. 

Keane  and  MarKby^  contra^  were  not  called  on. 

CocKBUKN  C.  J.  Stat  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66.  s.  4.  does 
not  take  away  any  power  of  appeal  on  grounds  like  the 
present,  for  before  it  there  was  nona  The  fact  of  the 
sickness  or  accident  being  such  as  "  will  produce  per« 
manent  disability''  is  a  condition  annexed  to  the  jnris^ 
diction  of  the  justices  in  these  cases.  If  the  Legislature 
bad  made  the  permanency  of  the  illness  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  validity  of  their  warrant  the  case  would 
bare  been  different  On  this  ground,  therefore,  the 
order  of  Sessions  must  be  quashed. 

Cbompton  and  Mellok  JJ.  concurring, 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 
2  G  2 
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Croft  against  The  London  and  North  Westebn 
Railway  Company. 


A  railway  Company  were  authorized  by  Act  of  Parliiimeiit  to  eon* 
Btmct  a  branch  railway  timnel  under  land  on  part  of  which  were  erected 
a  xnann&ctory  and  buildings  connected  therewith,  of  which  K,  was  owner 
in  fee.     In  1848,  K.  mSde  a  claim  against  the  Company  for  com- 
pensation under  The  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845, 8  &  9  Vvi- 
c.  18.  The  claim  was  referred  to  arbitration ;  and  on  the  (Hh  April,  1&48, 
the  arbitrators  made  an  award,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  it  had  be«D 
agreed  that  the  amount  to  be  paid  **  for  the  right  to  eonstract  and  for 
ever  maintain  the  said  branch  railway  or  tunnel  underneath  the  said 
hereditaments  and  premises,  and  for  the  purchase  of  the  site  of  the  said 
branch  railway  or  tunnel,  and  in  full  compensation  for  aU  damage  or 
injury  to  be  sustained  by  reason  of  the  construction"  thereof,  ahoiua  be 
Idt  to  arbitration,  they  awarded  that  the  Company  should  pay  unto  £. 
the  sum  of  126/.  "  as  compensation  for  the  right  to  constnict  and  for 
ever  maintain  the  said  branch  railway  or  tunnel  underneath  the  said 
hereditaments  and  premises,  and  for  the  purchase  of  the  site  of  the  said 
tunnel,  and  in  fvJl  for  compensation  for  all  damage  and  injury  sustained 
by  him  by  the  construction  thereof."    By  deed  ofgrant,  datea  Novemher 
7tfa,  1848,  reciting,  among  other  things,  the  passing  of  the  special  Acts 
of  Parliament  relating  to  the  railway,  and  the  agreement  to  refer,  aiid 
the  award,  K,,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  therein  mentioned,  which 
he  acknowledged  to  be  "  in  fall  for  the  purchase  of  the  site  o^  and 
the  ri^ht  to  construct,  maintain,  and  use  the  said  tunnel  underneath 
the  pieces  or  parcels  of  land  and  hereditaments,"  granted  to  the  Com- 
pany "  the  site  of,  and  full  and  firee  liberty,  power  and  authority 

to  bore,  dig  out,  excavate,  make,  and  constmct  the  said  branch  ndlvar 
or  tunnel"  underneath  the  said  pieces  or  parcels  of  land,  "  together  with 
the  full,  free,  exclusiye  and  uninterrupted  right  and  liberty,  at  all  times 
for  ever  hereafter,  to  use,  ei\joy,  uphold,  maintain  and  repair  the  tunnel 
and  branch  railway,  and  the  site  thereof,"  to  hold  the  said  liberty  and 
all  other  the  premises  "  for  the  purposes  of  the  several  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment relating  to  the  said  railway,  f^sed  and  discharged  from  all  claims 
and  demands  whatsoever  of  or  by"  K.  his  heirs,  &c.  Subsequently  the 
branch  railway  or  tunnel  was  opened  for  traffic  in  1849,  and  serious  ii\)uries 
were  from  time  to  time  sustained  by  the  buildings  and  the  manufiEictory 
caused  bv  the  subsidence  of  the  surface  consequent  upon  the  oonstrac- 
tion  of  the  tunnel  in  such  a  soil  vthe  stratum  through  which  it  passed  at 
this  point  of  its  course,  and  upon  which  the  premises  stood,  consisting 
of  clay  and  loose  earth),  and  by  the  vibration  resulting  from  the  passing 
of  heavily  laden  and  other  trams  along  the  tunnel,  *'  or  by  one  of  such 
causes."    Held : 

1.  That  K,  could  maintain  no  action  against  the  Company. 

2.  That  K,  was  not  entitled  to  compensation  under  The  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Fict,  e.  18.  «.  68. 
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npHIS  was  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  injury  to 
buildings  of  the  plaintiff  caused  by  the  construction 
of  a  railway  tunnel  of  the  defendants^  and  by  their  work* 
ing  of  their  railway  in  and  through  that  tunnel ;  and 
under  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  the  fol- 
lowing case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
without  pleadings. 

By  stat  8  &  9  Vict  e.  cxxiiL,  The  Liverpool  and 
Manchester  Railway  Company  were  authorized  to  extend 
their  stations  and  works  in  Liverpool^  and  to  make  a 
branch  railway  or  tunnel  from  EdgehiU  to  Waterloo 
Boad,  in  Liverpool, 

By  stats.  8  &  9  Fict.  c.  cxcviii.  and  9  &  10  Vict. 
c.  cciy.,  JTie  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Com- 
pany were  authorized  to  carry  out  the  powers  and 
provisions  contained  in  the  first  mentioned  statute. 

These  three  Acts  of  Parliament  were  to  be  taken  as 
forming  part  of  the  case. 

The  branch  railway  or  tunnel  called  the  Victoria 
Tunnel  was  constructed  by  The  London  and  North  Wes* 
tern  Railioay  Company j  under  the  provisions  of  the  above 
mentioned  Acts  of  Parliament,  and  was  opened  for  traffic 
about  the  month  of  August^  1849. 

At  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  above  mentioned 
Acts  of  Parliament  and  of  the  construction  of  the 
tunnel,  and  down  to  the  year  1850,  Edward  KUshaw 
was  the  owner  in  fee  (subject  to  certain  mortgages  and 
leases)  of  a  soap  manufactory  and  buildings  connected 
therewith,  situate  in  Gascoyne  Street^  Vauxhall  Road^  in 
the  borough  of  Liverpool^  in  the  county  of  Lancaster^ 
The  Victoria  Tunnel  passes  through  the  southwest  comer 
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of  the  premises  in  Gasctnfne  Street,  formerly  used  as  a 
soda,  ash,  and  soap  manufietctory. 

The  total  area  of  the  premises  in  Gaacoyne  Stredt 
upon  which  a  manufactory  formerly  stood,  together  with 
dwelling  houses  and  shops  fronting  into  VauxhaU  Boad^ 
is  about  1600  square  yards.  The  area  of  that  portion 
of  those  premises  under  which  the  tmtmel  passes  is  shout 
120  square  yards. 

The  stratum  through  which  the  tunnel  passes  at  this 
part  of  its  course,  and  upon  which  the  above  mentioned 
premises  stand,  consists  of  clay  and  loose  earth. 

In  1848,  J?.  Kibhaw  (the  then  owner  of  the  premises 
above  mentioned)  made  a  claim  under  The  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845, 8  &  9  Vict  c.  18.  s.  68.,  against 
The  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company  for 
compensation  for  the  right  to  construct  the  tunnel  under- 
neath his  premises,  and  for  the  site  of  the  tunnel,  and 
also  for  damage  caused  by  the  construction  of  the  same. 

This  claim  was  referred  to  arbitration,  and  on  the  6th 
April,  1848,  the  arbitrators  made  the  following  award  : — 

"  To  all  to  whom  these  presents  shall  come.  We,  •/.  A 
P.,  of  &c.,  J.  D.y  of  &c.,  and  P.  E.,  of  &c.,  send  greet- 
ing. Whereas  by  an  agreement  bearing  date  the  4th 
March  last,  and  made  between  H.  Booth,  Esq.,  on  behalf 
of  The  London  and  North  PVestern  RaUway  Company  of 
the  one  part,  and  E.  Kilskaw,  of  &a,  of  the  other  part; 
reciting  that  under  the  provisions  of  an  Act  passed  in 
the  Session  of  Parliament,  1845,  The  Liverpool  and 
Manchester  Railtoay  Company  were  authorized  to  extend 
their  stations  and  works  in  Liverpool,  and  to  make  a 
branch  railway  or  tunnel  from  Edyehill  to  Waterloo 
Jtoad,  in  Liverpool  aforesaid  ;  and  reciting  that  by  two 
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Acts  of  Parliament^  the  one  passed  in  the  said  Session 
of  1845,  and  the  other  in  the  Session  of  1846,  Tlie 
London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company  were 
authorized  to  carry  out  the  powers  and  provisions  con- 
tained in  the  first  mentioned  Act  as  e£fectually  as  could 
have  been  done  by  The  Liverpool  and  Manchester  Rail- 
way  Company ;  and  also  reciting  that  the  said  branch 
railway  or  tunnel  passed  underneath  the  property  de- 
scribed in  the  plan  attached,  and  signed  by  the  said 
H.  Booth  ;  and  further  reciting  that  it  had  been  agreed 
that  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  the  said  E.  Kilshaw  for  the 
right  to  construct  and  for  ever  maintain  the  said  branch 
railway  or  tunnel  underneath  the  said  hereditaments 
and  premises,  and  for  the  purchase  of  the  site  of  the 
said  branch  railway  or  tunnel,  and  in  full  compensation 
for  all  damage  or  injury  to  be  sustained  by  reason  of 
the  construction  thereof,  should  be  left  to  arbitration 
as  thereinafter  mentioned :  It  is  by  the  now  reciting 
presents  agreed  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  award 
of  the  said  J.  A.  P.  on  behalf  of  the  said  London 
and  North  Western  Railway  Company^  and  of  the  said 
«/.  D.  on  behalf  of  the  said  E.  Kilsftaw,  and  in  case 
they  could  not  agree,  such  third  person  as  should 
be  appointed  either  before  or  after  entering  upon  the 
said  reference  by  the  said  J.  A.  P.  and  J,  D,  or  any, 
two  of  them,  to  determine  and  ascertain  the  amount 
to  be  paid  by  the  said  railway  to  the  said  E.  Kilshaw 
for  the  right  to  construct  and  for  ever  maintain  the 
said  branch  railway  or  tunnel  underneath  the  said  here- 
ditaments and  premises,  and  for  the  purchase  of  the 
site  of  the  said  branch  railway  or  tunnel,  and  in  fiill 
for  compensation  for  aU  damage  or  injury  to  be  sus- 
tained  by  him  by  reason  of  the  construction  of  the  said 
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tmmel  underneath  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises. 
And  it  was  thereby  mutually  agreed  that  the  decuion 
and  award  of  the  said  three  arbitrators,  or  of  any  two 
of  them^  should  (whether  such  third  arbitrator  should 
or  should  not  be  appointed  or  join  in  such  award  or  iiot) 
be  final  and  conclusive  upon  the  said  London  and  North 
Western  Railway  Company  and  the  said  E.  KSskaw^  and 
that  each  of  them  on  their  respective  parts  would  abide 
by  and  perform  the  award  of  the  three  arbitrators  or 
any  two  of  them^  if  made  in  writing,  within  one  calendar 
month  from  the  date  thereof;  and  that  the  said  arbi- 
trators should  be  at  liberty  to  examine  the  said  E. 
Kihhaw  and  his  witnesses,  and  the  witnesses  of  the  said 
Company,  upon  oath  or  solemn  declaration,  or  without, 
if  they  thought  fit ;  and  that  the  arbitration  intended  by 
that  agreement  should  be  proceeded  with  upon  three 
clear  days  notice  given  by  either  party  to  the  other,  and 
that  if  either  party  should  neglect  or  decline  to  proceed 
therein,  or  should  not  attend  such  appointment  after 
such  notice  should  have  been  given,  then  it  should  be 
competent  to  the  other  party  and  such  of  the  said  arbi- 
trators as  should  attend  such  appointment  to  proceed 
ex  parte;  and  farther,  that  that  agreement  might  be 
made  a  rule  or  order  of  any  of  Her  Majesty's  Comis  at 
fFestminster,  at  the  instance  of  either  party,  and  that 
the  arbitrators  should  have  the  powers  and  authorities 
of  arbitrators  appointed  under  the  provisions  of  The 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  And  whereas  the 
said  J»  A,  P.  and  J,  i>.,  in  pursuance  of  the  power  and 
direction  given  to  them  by  the  above  recited  agreement, 
did,  before  they  proceeded  on  the  said  reference,  appoint 
the  said  P.  E.  as  third  arbitrator  therein.  Now  know 
ye  that  we  the  said  J.  A.  P.»  J.  D.  and  P.  i?.,  having 
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taken  upon  oorselves  the  burden  of  making  this  our 
airard,  and  having  heard  and  duly  considered  all  the 
aU^ations  in  evidence  of  the  respective  parties  to  the 
above  recited  agreement  as  to  the  amount  of  compen- 
sation to  be  paid  by  the  said  Company  to  the  said  J?. 
SSlshaw,  for  the  right  to  construct  the  said  branch 
railway  or  tunnel  underneath  the  said  hereditaments 
and  premises  therein  referred  to  and  described  in  the 
plan  thereunto  annexed,  and  for  the  purchase  of  the 
site  thereof,  and  the  compensation  for  all  damage  and 
injury  done  to  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises  by 
the  construction  thereof;  and  further,  having  previously 
viewed,  inspected,  and  carefully  examined  the  same,  do 
thereupon  make  this  our  award  in  writing  of  and  con- 
cerning the  same  in  manner  and  form  following  (that 
is  to  say) :  We  the  said  J.  A.  P.,  J.  D.  and  P.  E.,  the 
said  arbitrators,  do  find  and  award,  and  have  determined 
and  ascertained  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  the  said 
London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company  to  the 
said  E.  Kihhaw  as  compensation  for  the  right  to  con- 
struct and  for  ever  maintain  the  said  branch  railway  or 
tonnel  underneath  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises, 
and  as  purchase  money  for  the  site  of  the  said  tunnel, 
and  in  full  for  compensation  for  all  damage  and  injury 
sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  the  construction  thereof, 
to  be  126^ :  we  the  said  arbitrators  do  order  and  award 
that  the  said  H,  Booth,  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said 
London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company,  shall  and 
will  pay  unto  the  said  E,  Kilskaw,  his  executors  or 
administrators,  the  said  sum  of  126/.  sterling,  as  com- 
pensation for  the  right  to  construct  and  maintain  the 
said  branch  railway  or  tunnel  underneath  the  said  here- 
ditaments and  premises,  and  for  the  purchase  of  the  site 
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of  the  said  tunnel^  and  in  full  for  oompeniBatioa  for  all 
damage  and  injury  sustained  by  him  by  the  constniction 
thereof,  and  that  the  sum  of  126L  shall  be  receiTed  by 
the  said  E.  Kilshaw,  his  executors  or  administrators,  in 
full  for  such  right  and  compensation  as  aforesaid.  In 
witness''  && 

On  the  7th  November,  1848,  B.  ESlshaw  and  his 
mortgagees,  G.  Caisan  and  fF.  Casson,  executed  a  deed 
of  grant  to  The  London  and  North  fFesiem  Baibtaj/ 
Company,  which;  after  redting  that  JS.  KUsham  was 
seised  in  fee  of  the  hereditaments  and  premises  therein- 
after described,  subject  to  certain  mortgages  for  securing 
the  principal  sum  of  4,000/.,  and  fturther  reciting  the 
passing  of  stats.  7  &.  4  c.  xlix.,  by  which  The  Lioerpool 
and  Manchester  Railway  Company  were  incorporated;  8  & 
9  Ftc/.  c.  cxxiiL ;  3&4ir.4.c.xxxiv.,bywhich77^  6r<iiu/ 
Junction  Railway  Company  was  incorporated ;  8  &  9  Vkt 
c.  cxcviii.,  "  An  Act  for  consolidating  The  Bolton  and 
Leiffh,  The  Kenyan  and  Leigh  Junction,  The  Liverpool 
and  Manchester,  and  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Com- 
panies'* ;  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  cciv.,  "  An  Act  to  consolidate  The 
London  and  Birmingham,  Grand  Junction,  and  Manchester 
and  Birmingham  Railway  Companies/*  whereby  the  several 
Companies  were  dissolved,  and  a  new  Company  was  in- 
corporated, by  the  name  of  7%^  London  and  North  Wes- 
tern Railway  Company,  and  all  the  ndlways  and  works, 
and  all  the  lands,  tenements,  rights,  powers  and  privileges 
of  or  belonging  to  the  dissolved  Companies,  were  vested 
in  The  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company; 
and  by  the  said  Act  it  was  enacted  that  aU  works 
which,  under  the  provisions  of  the  several  Acts  rela- 
ting to  the  dissolved  Companies  or  any  of  them,  and 
which  those  Companies  were  authorized  or  required  to 
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execute  or  complete^  and  which  had  not  heen  already 
executed  or  completed^  might  be  executed  or  completed, 
as  the  case  might  be^  by  the  Company  thereby  incor- 
porated^  and  that  the  same  Company  should^  in  every 
such  case^  have  and  be  entitled  to  all  such  power  for 
executing  and  completing  such  works  as  the  dissolved 
Company  or  Companies  were  entitled  to  under  the  said 
Acts,  and  as  fully  as  if  the  Company  thereby  incor- 
porated had  been  originally  authorized  and  required  to 
execute  and  complete  the  same  works;  and  that  the 
clauses,  provisions,  powers  and  authorities,  contained  in 
the  Act  or  Acts  authorizing  the  execution  or  completion 
of  such  works  for  purchasing  and  taking  land  and  in 
relation  thereto,  and  to  the  conveyance  of  such  land,  and 
the  payment  and  application  of  the  purchase  money 
thereof,  should  remain  in  force  and  be  applicable  to  all 
land  which  might  be  required  to  be  taken,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  sudi  execution  and  completion,  and  should  be 
construed  and  taken  as  if  the  Company  thereby  incor- 
porated were  named  in  such  Act  or  Acts  instead  of  the 
Company  or  Companies  thereby  respectively  authorized ; 
and  further  reciting  that  the  branch  railway  or  tunnel 
authorized  by  the  recited  Act  of  9  Victoria  passes  under- 
neath the  pieces  or  parcels  of  land  and-  hereditaments 
thereinafter  described,  or  some  part  or  parts  thereof, 
according  to  the  plans  in  the  margin  of  those  presents, 
and  which  said  hereditaments  and  premises  were  num- 
bered respectively  B.  44,  and  C.  39,  in  the  parish  of 
LiverpooL  in  the  plan  and  book  of  reference  of  the 
branch  railway  or  tunnel  deposited  with  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  of  Lancaster ;  and  that  it  was  by  agreement 
referred  to  the  award  of  J.  A.  P.  and  of  J.  D.,  and  of  an 
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umpire  to  be  appointed  by  them  in  case  of  difference,  to 
determine  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  the  said  E.  KtUkaw 
for  the  purchase  of  the  site  of^  and  the  right  to  oonstmct 
and  for  ever  maintain^  the  said  branch  railway  or  tumiel 
underneath  the  said  pieces  or  parcels  of  land  and  here- 
ditaments^ and  in  full  compensation  for  all  damage  or 
injury  to  be  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  the  constnic- 
tion  of  the  said  tunnel  underneath  the  said  heredita- 
ments and  premises ;  and  the  arbitrators^  together  with 
P.  E.  the  umpire  appointed  by  them,  did  by  their  award 
determine  that  the  Company  should  pay  unto  E.  KU- 
shaw,  for  the  right  to  construct  and  for  ever  maintam 
the  branch  railway  or  tunnel  underneath  the  heredita- 
ments and  premises  situate  in  Gladstone  Street  and 
coloured  blue  upon  the  plan  thereupon  endorsed,  and 
thereon  numbered  C.  SO*  and  for  the  purchase  of  the  site 
of  the  tuimely  and  in  fuU  for  compensation  for  all  damages 
and  injury  to  be  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  the  con- 
struction of  the  branch  railway  or  tunnel  underneath  the 
said  hereditaments  and  premises,  the  sum  of  60^  lOsr, 
and  that  the  Company  should  also  pay  unto  E.  KUskaw 
for  the  right  to  construct  and  for  ever  maintain  the  tmmel 
underneath  the  hereditaments  and  premises  situate  in 
Gascoyne  Street,  and  coloured  red  upon  the  plan  there- 
upon endorsed,  and  thereon  numbered  B.  44,  and  for  the 
purchase  of  the  site  of  the  tunnel  underneath  the  same 
premises,  and  infidl  for  compensation  for  all  damages  and 
injury  to  be  sustained  by  reason  of  the  construction  of  the 
branch  railway  or  tunnel  underneath  the  last  mentioned 
hereditaments  and  premises  the  sum  of  126/. ;  and  that 
it  had  been  agreed  that  the  sum  of  160/.,  part  of  the  pur- 
chase or  compensation  sums  so  awarded  to  be  paid  to 
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E.  KibAaw,  should  be  paid  to  G.  Cassan  and  fF.  Cassan 
in  part  dischai^  of  the  principal  money  secured  to  them 
by  their  mortgage  securities,  and  they  had  agreed  to  join 
in  those  presents,  ftc. :  witnessed  that,  in  consideration 
of  the  sum  of  160/.  sterling  to  G.  Cassan  and  W.  Cassan 
paid  by  the  Company  (at  the  request  and  by  the  direc- 
tion of  E.  Kilshaw),  the  receipt  of  which  sum  of  160/. 
in  part  satisfaction  of  their  mortgage  debt  and  in  full 
discharge  of  the  rights  and  premises  thereby  granted 
and  assured  firom  the  whole  of  their  mortgage  securities 
G.  CasMon  and  W.  Cassan  did  thereby  i^cknowledge,  and 
thereupon  for  ever  release  the  Company,  their  successors 
and  assigns,  and  E.  KUshaw,  his  heirs,  executors  and 
administrators,  G,  Cassan  and  fF.  Cassan,  by  the  direc- 
tion of  E.  Kibhaw,  did  thereby  grant  and  release,  and. 
in  consideration  of  the  aforesaid  sum  so  paid  to  G. 
Cassan  and  W.  Cassan  and  of  the  further  sum  of  26/.  lOi. 
(making  together  the  total  sum  of  18621  \0s.)  to  E.  KiU 
show,  the  receipt  whereof  and  that  the  same  sums  were 
in  full  for  the  purchase  of  the  site  of  and  the  right  to 
construct,  maintain,  and  use  the  said  tunnel  underneath 
the  pieces  or  parcels  of  land  and  hereditaments  therein- 
after described,  E,  Kilshaw  did  thereby  acknowledge, 
and  therefrom  did  thereby  release  the  Company,  their 
successors  and  assigns,  E.  Kilshaw  did  thereby  grant, 
release,  ratify  and  confirm  unto  the  Company,  their 
sncoessors  and  assigns,  the  site  of,  and  full  and  free 
liberty,  power  and  authority  to  and  for  the  Com- 
pany, and  their  deputies,  servants,  agents,  engineers, 
surveyors  and  workmen,  and  others  by  their  autho- 
rity, to  bore,  dig  out,  excavate,  make,  and  construct 
the  said  branch  railway  or  tunnel  underneath  all  that 
piece  or  parcel  of   land,   and  the  buildings  thereon 
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situate^  on  the  west  side  of  Gladstone  Street^  Id  Lwerpool 
aforesaid,  containing  in  front  to  the  street  21  feet  and 
1  inch  and  at  the  back  21' feet  and  2  inches,  and  on 
the  north  and  south  sides  severally  82  feet,  be  the 
seyeral  dimensions  thereof  a  little  more  or  less,  vhidi 
piece  or  parcel  of  land  was  described  by  the  plan  there- 
upon endorsed,  and  distinguished  by  being  coloured  bine, 
and  thereon  numbered  C*  39 ;  and  also  underneath  all 
that  other  piece  or  parcel  of  land,  and  the  buildings  then 
standing  thereon,  situate  on  the  north  side  of  Gascoyve 
Street,  in  Lwerpool  aforesaid,  which  piece  or  parcel  of 
land  and  hereditaments  was  described  on  the  plan  in- 
dorsed on  those  presents  and  distinguished  by  bebg 
coloured  red,  and  thereon  numbered  B.  44 :  tc^ther 
with  the  fuU,  free,  exclusive  and  uninterrupted  right  and 
liberty,  at  all  times  for  ever  thereafter,  to  use,  enjoy, 
uphold,  maintain  and  repair  the  said  tunnel  and  branch 
railway  and  the  site  thereof,  and  all  the  exclusive  right 
and  advantage  thereof,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title  and 
interest  in  and  to  the  same  and  every  part  thereof;  To 
hold  the  said  liberty,  privil^re,  and  all  and  sbgular  other 
the  premises  thereinbefore  granted  or  otherwise  assured 
or  intended  so  to  be,  unto  the  Company,  their  suc- 
cessors and  assigns,  thenceforth  for  ever,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  several  Acts  of  Parliament  relating  to  the 
said  railway,  freed  and  discharged  from  all  claims  and 
demands  whatsoever  of  or   by    O.   Caston^   fF.   Cos* 
son  and  JE.  Kilshaw,  or  any  of  them,  their  or  any  of 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  and 
freed  and  dischaiged  of  and  from  the  said  mortgage 
siecurities  and  the  said  principal  sum  of    4000/.  and 
all  interest  for  the  same/'     [Then  followed  the  usual 
covenants  by  G.  Casson  and  fF.  Casson  against  incum- 
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brances,  and  by  E,  Kibhaw  for  title,  quiet  possession, 
farther  assurance,  and  production  of  title  deeds.] 

In  1853,  Thomas  CVo/?,  the  plaintiflF  in  this  action, 
being  a  creditor  of  E.  Kibhaw^  became  by  purchase 
the  owner  in  fee  of  all  the  above  mentioned  pre- 
mises. Subsequent  to  the  dates  of  the  above  men- 
tioned award  and  deed  of  grant,  and  after  the  plaintiff 
came  into  possession  of  the  premises,  serious  injuries 
were  from  time  to  time  sustained  by  the  buildings  and 
the  manufactory.  The  walk  and  brickwork  were  frac- 
tured in  some  places,  and  bulged  out  and  thrown  out  of 
perpendicular  in  others.  These  injuries  were  caused  by 
the  subsequent  subsidence  of  the  surface  consequent 
upon  the  construction  of  the  tunnel  in  such  a  soil  as 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  by  the  vibration  resulting 
from  the  passing  of  heavily  laden  and  other  trains  along 
the  tunnel,  or  by  one  of  such  causes.  In  the  beginning 
of  the  year  1859,  the  buildings  of  the  manufactory  in 
Gascoyne  Street  had,  firom  these  causes  become  so  dila- 
pidated that  proceedings  under  The  Liverpool  Health 
of  Town  and  Buildings  Regulation  Act,  1842,  were 
taken  by  the  Corporation  authorities.  At  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  borough  of  Liverpool,  held 
in  April,  1859,  the  grand  jury  made  a  presentment 
that  the  premises  in  Gascoyne  Street  were  in  a  ruinous 
and  dangerous  condition.  The  Corporation  authorities 
accordingly  caused  the  roofs  to  be  taken  off  and  the 
walls  to  be  in  part  taken  down.  The  premises  were 
thus  laid  waste,  and  rendered  wholly  unfit  for  occupation. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were : 
First,  whether,  upon  the  facts  stated  an  action  could 
be  maintained  against  the  defendants. 
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Secondly,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  compen- 
sation under  the  68th  section  of  The  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative 
upon  either  of  these  questions,  then  judgment  should  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  a  sum  to  be  afterwards  ascer- 
tained, with  costs  of  suit. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  negatiTC  upon 
both  questions,  then  judgment  of  nonsuit,  with  costs  of 
defence,  should  be  entered  up  for  the  defendants. 


Bavill  (  Quain  with  him),  for  the  plaintiff.— The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  compensation 
for  the  injury  done  to  his  buildings  since  the  making 
of  the  award  in  April,  1848,  either  by  action  or  by  pro- 
ceeding under  The  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
1845,  8  &  9  Vict  c.  18.  Though  the  agreement  of  refer- 
ence uses  the  term  '^  damage  or  injury  to  be  sustained/' 
the  sum  of  126/.  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  award 
included  only  compensation  *'  for  all  damage  and  injury 
sustained  by  him''  by  the  construction  of  the  railway  and 
tunnel.  The  plaintiff  has  not  been,  in  fact,  nor  in  con- 
temp  cion  of  law  can  he  be,  deemed  to  have  been  com- 
pensated for  damage  done  since  the  award.  The  arbitrators 
could  not  foresee  that  damage  would  arise  to  the  build- 
ings from  the  vibration  caused  by  the  running  of  the 
trains  through  the  tunneL  And  they  could  not,  under 
stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c.  18.  s.  68.,  assess  compensation  for 
contingent  future  damage ;  Lee  v.  MUner{a),  per  Lord 

(a)  2  ilf.  ^  fT.  824.  838.  843,  844.  See  the  observatioiia  npon  Z<«  r. 
MUntr,  by  ErU  C.  J.,  in  Chamberlain  ▼.  The  West  End  of  London  and 
Oryetal  Palace  BaUway  Company,  in  Ezch.  Chamberp  2  B.  f  8.  617. 
038. 
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Abinger  and  Alderson  B.  [He  also  cited  In  re  Ware  and 
the  Beffenfs  Canal  Company  {a),  and  Lawrence  v.  ITie  ' 
Great  Northern  Railway  Company  (i),  and  The  Lan- 
cashire and  Yorkshire  Railway  Company  v.  Evans  (c), 
per  Sir  John  RomiUy  M.  B. ;  The  London  and  North 
Western  Raiboay  Company  v.  Bradley  (d),  Bagnall  y* 
The  London  and  North  Western  Railway  Company  (e),'] 
[Welsby,  contra. — ^In  the  last  case  the  injury  was  not 
damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs^  as  mine  owners^  from 
the  execution  of  the  works  of  the  Company;  and  the 
mines  were  not  opened  when  the  railway  was  being 
made.  Cockbum  C.  J.  >  In  Bonomi  v.  Backhouse  (/) 
it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber^  and 
affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords  {g\  that  the  right  of 
action  for  working  mines  without  leaving  proper  support 
did  not  accrue  to  the  plaintiff  as  owner  of  a  house  until 
actual  damage  had  occurred.]  In  Chamberlain  v.  The 
Wat  End  of  London  and  Crystal  Palace  Railway  Com-- 
pony  {h)  the  damage  could  be  foreseen,  and  had  actually 
commenced  at  the  time  of  the  arbitration. 
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Welsby  {Littler  with  him). — The  defendants  pur- 
chased firom  the  predecessor  of  the  plaintiff  the  right 
to  maintain  the  tunnel  with  all  risk  of  damage  to  the 
landowner  firom  the  use  of  it.  The  recital  in  the  agree- 
ment of  reference  is^  "  that  it  had  been  agreed  that  the 
amount  to  be  paid  to  the  said  E.  Kilshaw  for  the 
right  to  construct  and  for  ever  maintain,  the  said  branch 


(a)  9  Each.  d95.  {h)  16  Q.  B,  643.  652. 

(e)  15  Bwv.  322.  330.  {d)  3  Mae,  #  Q.  33a 

(e)7  B.j'  N,  423,  afifirmed  on  error,  1  IT.  #  (7.  544. 
(/)  S.  ^.  #  £.  622.  646.  (y)  9S.L.50Q. 

(A)  2B,^8.  605,  affirmed  on  error.  Id.  017. 

TOL.  III.  2   H  B.   &   8. 
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railway  or  tunnel  nndemeath  the  said  hereditaments  and 
premises^  and  for  the  purchase  of  the  site  of  the  said 
branch  railway  or  tunnel,  and  in  full  compensation  for 
all  damage  or  injury  to  be  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
construction  thereof/*  should  be  left  to  arbitration.  This 
was  a  voluntary  reference ;  and  the  agreement  is  lai^ 
in  its  terms  than  it  could  have  been  xmder  The  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  68., 
which  uses  the  phrase  for  land  "taken  and  injuriously 
affected."  [  Cockbum  C.  J.  If  the  arbitration  had  been 
under  that  statute,  the  statute  would  have  superadded 
the  right  to  use  and  maintain  the  tunnel ;  and  the  same 
question  would  have  arisen,  viz.,  "What  must  be  taken 
to  have  been  included  in  the  compensation  awarded"? 
The  parties  are  therefore  in  the  same  situation  as  if  the 
agreement  of  reference  and  award  had  been  under  that 
statute.]  If  that  be  so,  the  damage  from  the  subsidence 
of  the  soil,  and  firom  the  vibration  caused  by  the  running 
of  trains,  supposing  the  latter  recoverable  under  stat 
8  &  9  Vict  c.  18.  8.  68.,  which  is  doubtful,— /fe  Ptnny 
and  The  South  Eastern  Railway  Company  (a),  per 
Lord  Campbell, — might  have  been  inquired  into  before 
the  arbitrators  ;  The  East  and  West  India  Docks  and 
Birmingham  Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Gattke  {h\ 
distinguishing  The  London  and  North  Western  Railway 
Company  v.  Smith  (c).  In  The  Lancashire  and  York- 
shire Railway  Company  v.  Evans  (d),  and  the  other 
cases  cited  for  the  plaintiff,  the  damage  was  matter  of 
pure  speculation.  In  the  present  case  the  tunnel  was 
in  the  course  of  construction,  and  the  nature  of  the 
traffic  and  of  the  engines  and  trains  on  the  defendants' 


(a)  7E.^B.  660.  672. 
(c)  1  M(K.  #  G.  216. 


(b)  3  Mac.  #  G.  155. 163. 
(d)  16  Beat,  322. 
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line  of  railway  was  well  known.  The  terms  of  the 
award  are  as  large  as  those  of  the  agreement;  and 
the  deed  carries  out  the  award,  and  conyeys  to  the 
defendants  everything  which  could  be  made  the  subject 
of  compensation  before  the  arbitrators. 

Quoin  (Bavill  absente),  in  reply. — In  Re  Penny  and 
The  South  Eastern  Railway  Company  (a)  the  inquiry 
before  the  sheriff's  jury  was,  whether  the  lands  of  the 
daimant  had  been  injuriously  affected  ''  by  the  execution 
of  the  works  of  the  Company.*'  [Cromptnn  J.  In  that 
case  Lord  Campbell  had  a  strong  opinion,  p.  672,  that 
the  damage  arising  from  vibration,  caused  by  the  running 
of  trains  after  the  completion  of  the  railway,  was  not 
matter  of  compensation,  at  all  events  under  the  precept 
issued  in  that  case,  which  was  for  past  injuiy .  Mellor  J . 
In  Rex  V.  Pease  {b)  a  nuisance  to  the  public  arising 
from  the  ordinary  transaction  of  the  business  of  a 
Company,  authorized  by  an  Act  of  Parliament,  was 
held  to  be  not  indictable.  The  damage  in  the  present 
case  must  have  been  contemplated  by  the  parties: 
trains  cannot  pass  along  a  line  of  railway  without 
some  vibration.  Cockbum  C.  J.  If  the  arbitration 
fails,  compensation  is  to  be  assessed  by  the  inter- 
vention of  a  jury;  and,  by  sect.  49  of  The  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  "  where  such  inquiry 
shall  relate  to  the  value  of  lands  to  be  purchased,  and 
also  to  compensation  claimed  for  injury  done  or  to  be 
done,"  the  jury  are  to  deliver  their  verdict  separately 
for  the  value  of  the  land  and  for  the  compensation : 
there  is  no  provision  for  summoning  a  jury  to  inquire 
into  or  give  compensation  for  injury  afterwards  arising, 
(a)  7  E.  #  B.  660.  {h)  4  ^.  #  Ad,  30, 
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This  scheme  of  proceeding  shews  that  it  is  to  be  one  final 
assessment  of  compensation.  Suppose^  in  the  present 
case^  the  matter  had  gone  to  a  jury,  and  thejr  had 
assessed  compensation  for  injury  done  and  to  be  done^ 
how  conld  the  claimant  afterwards  have  another  joiji 
and  how  can  we  send  the  case  back  to  arbitrators?] 
That  depends  upon  whether  this  is  damage  which  could 
be  taken  into  account  upon  the  first  inquiry  as  bdng 
foreseen  and  not  speculative. 


CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment 
ought  to  be  for  the  defendants ;  and  I  found  my  view 
of  the  case  on  the  several  provisions  for  compensation  to 
be  found  in  The  Lands  Clauses  and  Railways  Clauses 
Consolidation  Acts,  1845,  8  &  9  Vict  cc.  18,  20. 

By  the  spedal  Acts  which  are  to  be  read  in  connec- 
tion with  the  general  Acts,  powers  are  given  to  take, 
without  their  assent,  the  lands  of  owners  for  the  pur- 
poses for  which  the  special  Acts  are  passed.  Then 
comes  the  provision  for  compensation,  which  is  to  be 
twofold — compensation  for  the  value  of  land  taken,  and 
compensation  for  injury  or  damage  accruing  firom  the 
execution  of  the  works  of  the  railway  to  the  owners  of 
the  land  taken  in  respect  of  lands  adjacent.  If  the 
parties  can  agree  upon  the  value  of  the  land  to  be 
taken,  and  the  amount  of  compensation  in  respect  of 
the  damage  which  will  accrue  to  the  lands  adjacent, 
there  is  no  necessity  for  further  litigation.  Supposing 
they  cannot  agree,  it  is  at  the  option  of  the  owner  of 
the  land  to  have  the  matter  settled  by  arbitration,  or  by 
the  verdict  of  a  jury,  provided  he  gives  the  necessaiy 
notice  to  the  Company :  if  he  does  not  give  that  notice, 
the  Company  are  to  issue  their  warrant  to  the  Aeriff  to 
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summon  a  jury,  who  are  to  settle  by  their  verdict,  with 
the  assistaiice  of  the  sheriff,  the  amount  of  compensa- 
tion for  the  value  of  the  land  taken,  and  for  lands 
injnriously  affected.   There  is  no  provision  for  any  other 
than  one  single  inquiry ;  nor  any  provision  for  future 
damage,  not  contemplated  by  the  parties  at  the  time 
of  the  assessment  of  compensation  by  the  jury,  or  not 
inquired  into  before  them.     If  it  had  been  intended  that 
the  inquiry  should  be  renewed  in  case  the  damage,  which, 
at  the  time  of  the  first  inquiry,  might  be  speculative, 
was  subsequently  realised,  there  would  have  been  some 
provision  to  that  effect.    But,  so  far  as  we  can  gather  from 
the  knguage  of  the  various  enactments  relating  to  the 
assessment  of  compensation,  the  Legislature  contem- 
plated that  compensation  should  be  settled  once  for  aU. 
And  therefore  if,  before  a  jury  who  might  have  been 
sonmioned  in  the  present  case,  or  if  before  the  arbitra- 
tors (for  the  proceeding  before  either  tribunal  involves 
the  same  inquiry),  the  amount  of  damage  which  would 
accrue  to  the  adjacent  buildings  in  consequence  of  the 
excavation  and  of  the  vibration  arising  from  the  passing 
of  trains  through  the  tunnel  could  have  been  ascertained, 
it  would  have  been  a  proper  matter  to  be  inquired  into, 
and  the  jury  or  the  arbitrators  might  have  been  called 
upon  to  assess  compensation  in  respect  of  it.     The  Act 
of  Parliament  gives  railway   Companies   an  absolute 
power  to  take  land,  and  provides  that  the   landowner 
shall  have  compensation  for  the  value  of  the  land  taken, 
and  for  the  injury  to  be  done  to  adjoining  lands  by 
reason  of  the  railway  works.     The  compensation  must 
be  recovered  in  the  mode  provided  by  the  Lejgislature ; 
and  it  would  harass  Companies  most  grievously  if  they 
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The  present  case  dearly  ranks  itself  under  the  class  of 
foreseen  damages ;  and  I  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief  Jus^ 
tice  that,  when  the  damage  can  be  ascertained  at  the 
time  of  the  inqmrji  there  can  be  no  further  compensation. 
That  the  parties  in  the  present  case  contemplated 
damage  to  the  surface  of  the  land,  and  that  they  must 
also  have  contemplated  damage  from  the  use  of  the  rail- 
way caused  by  vibration  as  well  as  from  the  soil  being 
weakened  by  boring  a  tunnel  through  it,  I  think  is  made 
dear,  as  Mr.  Wehby  argued,  by  reference  to  the  agree- 
ment of  reference  and  the  deed  of  grant ;  though  neith^ 
of  them  is  strictly  under  The  Lands  Clauses  Consolida- 
tion Act,  1845 — the  appointment  of  the  arbitrators  being 
different,  and,  to  some  extent,  the  subject-matter  alsa 
The  agreement  redtes  that  the  amount  to  be  paid  by 
the  railway  Company  was  to  indude  -''fiill  compensation 
for  all  damage  or  injury  to  be  sustained''  by  the  land- 
owner by  reason  of  the  construction  of  the  tunnel.  It 
is  said  that  the  words  ''  to  be''  are  left  out  in  the  award ; 
but  I  think  the  phrases  ''  sustained"  and  ''  to  be  sus- 
tained" are  used  in  the  agreement  and  in  the  award, 
respectively,  in  the  same  sense.  However  that  may  be, 
neither  phrase  is  used  in  the  deed,  which  is  drawn  so 
as  to  exclude  all  questions  of  this  kind.  I  think  the 
deed  has  the  meaning  put  upon  it  by  Mr.  Webhy :  the 
landowner  grants  **  the  site  of  and  full  and  free  liberty, 
power  and  authority  ...  to  bore,  dig  out,  excavate, 
make,  and  construct  the  said  branch  railway  or  tunnel," 
"  together  with  the  full,  free,  exdusive  and  uninterrupted 
right  and  liberty,  at  all  times  for  ever,  thereafter  to  use, 
enjoy,  uphold,  maintain  and  repair  the  said  tunnd  and 
branch  railway  and  the  site  thereof:"  to  hold  the  same. 
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"  thenceforth  for  ever,  for  the  purposes  of  the  several 
Acts  of  Parliament  relatmg  to  the  said  railway,  freed 
and  discharged  from  all  claims  and  demands  whatsoever^' 
of  or  by  the  mortgagees  and  the  landowner.  It  seems 
to  me  that,  under  this  grant,  independently  of  the  Act 
of  Parliament,  the  Company  take  power  to  do  all  these 
acts  as  having  an  easement,  or  some  interest,  in  the 
Boil ;  and  that  no  action  can  be  maintained  against  the 
Company  for  using  the  land  in  a  manner  authorized  by 
the  deed,  except  in  the  case  of  negligence.  The  Com- 
pany may  have  taken  the  deed  in  this  shape  in  order  to 
avoid  all  question  about  fresh  compensation. 

I  think  that  these  subsequent  accidents  must  be  taken 
to  have  been  the  foreseen  consequences  of  the  works, 
and  therefore  were  matters  which  might  have  formed  the 
subject  for  compensation  before  the  arbitrators,  and  that 
such  compensation  as  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  should 
then,  once  for  all,  have  been  awarded.  I  also  think  more 
strongly  that  our  judgment  should  be  for  the  defendants, 
because  they  have  taken  their  powers  under  this  deed  of 
grant,  which  excludes  the  plaintiff  from  the  compensation 
which  he  now  claims. 


1863. 


Cboit 

T. 

LOHDOH 

and 

NOBTH 

Webtb&h 

Railway 
Company. 


Mellor  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment 
ought  to  be  for  the  defendants.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
decide  some  of  the  questions  which  have  been  raised : 
and  I  am  &r  from  saying  that  in  some  instances  a  jury 
might  not  be  summoned  to  assess  compensation  for 
damage  which  could  not  be  foreseen  at  the  time  of  the 
first  inquiry,  either  before  a  jury,  or  before  arbitrators, 
and  which  afterwards  resulted.  But  the  statement  in 
this  case  is  that  the  injuries  ''were  caused  by  the 
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aubsideBce  of  the  surface  oonsequent  upon  the  con- 
straction  of  the  tunnel  in  such  a  soil  as  herdnbefore 
mentioned,   and  by  the  vibration  resulting  from  the 
passing  of  heavily  laden  and  other  trains  along  the  tunnel, 
or  by  one  of  such  causes.''    Now,  so  far  as  the  excavation 
of  the  tunnel  was  concerned,  the  damage  must  have 
been  well  known ;  and  the  case  finds  that  the  injury 
"  arose  from  the  construction  of  the  tunnel  in  such  a 
soiL''    The  use  to  which  the  tunnel  was  to  be  appUed 
was  also  well  known ;  and  the  damage  caused  by  vibra- 
tion resulted  from  the  ordinary  working  of  their  line  of 
railway  by  the  plaintiffs.     All  these  results  then  were 
reasonably  to  be  anticipated  at  the  time  of  the  arbitration. 
If  the  question  rests  upon  the  deed, — the  recital  of  the 
agreement  of  reference  in  it  is  very  strong.     It  is  that  the 
parties  had  agreed  to  refer  ^'  the  amount  to  be  paid  to  the 
said  £!,  Kibhaw  for  the  purchase  of  the  site  of,  and  the 
right  to  construct  and  for  ever  maintain,  the  said  brandi 
railway  or  tunnel  underneath  the  said  pieces  or  parcels  of 
land  and  hereditaments,  and  in  full  compensation  for  all 
damage  or  injury  to  be  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of 
the  construction  of  the  said  tunnel  underneath  the  said 
hereditaments  and  premises.''      I  do  not  say  that  I 
am  very  clear  that  this  carries  the  case  fiEurther  than 
the  provisions  of  The  Lands  Clauses  C!onsolidation  Act, 
1845.     But  looking  to  sect.  49,  of  that  statute  the  jury 
are  not  only  to  give  the  value  of  the  land  and  com- 
pensation for  the  damage  to  be  sustained  by  reason 
of  severance,  but  also  for  the  damage  to  be  sustained 
by  '^  otherwise  injuriously  affecting  such  lands  by  the 
exercise  of  the  powers  of  this  or  the  special  Act,  or 
any  Act  incorporated  therewith.''    The  section,  there- 
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fore^  contemplates  some  conseqnential  damage  Hkely  to 
arise  from  the  execation  of  the  works  which  is  to  be 
taken  into  consideration  by  the  jury.  And  this  appears 
to  me  to  be  precisely  a  case  in  which  the  damage  now 
sought  to  be  recovered  mnst  have  been  taken  into  con- 
sideration by  the  arbitrators^  when  they  made  their  award 
mider  the  terms  of  the  reference.  Therefore^  basing  my 
opinion  on  the  special  facts  of  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  our  judgment  ought  to  be  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 
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Re  Cbeee. 

OccQpation  of  an  attorney's  office  entitles  a  peTSon  to  be  a  bnrgess, , 
and  therefore  qualified  to  be  elected  councillor  of  a  borough  within  The 
Municipal  Corporations  Act,  5  &  6  fT.  4.  r.  76.  #.  9.,  which  requiiea 
occupation  of  a  "house,  warehouse,  counting  house,  or  shop." 

liTANISTY  moved  for  an  information  in  the  nature 

of  a  quo  warranto^  calling  on  an  attorney  of  the 

name  of  Creek  to  shew  by  what  authority  he  exercised 

the  function  of  councillor  of  the  borough  of  Burnley ,  to 

which  he  had  been  elected.     The  objection  was  that 

he  had  not  occupied  any  "  house,  warehouse,  counting 

house,  or  shop''   within  the  borough,  as  required  of 

a  burgess  by  The  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  5  &  6 

W.  4.  c.  7Q,  8.  9.     Creek,  with  his  partner,  occupied, 

within  the  borough,  the  entire  of  a  building  used  by  them 

as  an  attomey*s  oflBce. — ^The  terms  "  house''  and  "  shop," 

must  be  understood  to  mean  "  house"  and  "  shop"  in  their 

ordinary  signification,  and  do  not  comprise  an  "  office." 

[MeUor  J.    The  Reform  Act,  2  &  3  ^.  4.  c.  45.  s.  27., 
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1863.       ^^^  the  right  of  voting  for  members  of  parliament  for 
5^         boroughs  in  persons  *'  who  shall  occupy  &c.  any  house, 

CnnK.  warehouse,  counting  house,  shop,  or  other  buSding/'] 
The  present  point  has  never  arisen  hitherto.  {Cachbum 
C.  J.  Attorneys  have  always  voted  in  respect  of  their 
offices.  Crompton  J.  In  note  {d)  to  this  section  in 
Chitty's  Statutes,  by  fFeMy  and  Beavan,  voL  1,  p.  810, 
2d  ed.,  I  find :  "  The  omission  of  the  words  '  or  other 
building,'  which  are  in  the  twenty-seventh  section  of 
The  Reform  Act,  has  got  rid  of  a  prolific  source  of  diffi- 
culty in  the  revising  Courts.  The  effect,  however,  has 
been  to  exclude  the  occupiers  of  large  buildings,  such 
as  a  range  of  stables,  slaughter  houses,  detached  attor- 
neys' offices,  breweries,  &c.,  a  consequence  probably  not 
contemplated  by  the  framers  of  this  section.''  Cock- 
bum  C.  J.  This  seems  to  come  under  the  expression 
. "  counting  house :"  an  attorney  usually  has  mortgages 
and  such  like  in  his  office.  Crompton  J.  An  attorney 
must  keep  books  of  account.] 

Per  Curiam.    (Cockburn  C.  J.,  Wiohtman,  Cromp- 
ton and  Mellor  JJ.) 

Rule  refused. 
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Jacomb,  Clerk  to  the  Mold  Green  Local  Board,  Wednesday, 
appellant,  Dodgson,  respondent.  ^^u^ et 

Public  EBoltk 

By  The  PubUc  Health  Act,  1848,  11  &  12  Vict,  e,  63.  #.  68,  the  "^^^^  ^^^ 
management  of  all  streets  being  highways,  within  any  district,  is  vested    r^^  Govern" 
in  the  Local  Board  of  Health ;  and  by  sect.  69,  in  case  any  street,  not  ^^^^  j^ 
being  a  hi^wa^,  is  not  sewered  &e.  to  the  satisfaction  of  that  Board,  it  21  <f  22  Vict 
may,  by  notice  in  writing,  require  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  the  premises  ^  ^ 
fronting  &&  upon  it  to  sewer  &c.  the  same  within  a  specified  time ;   1 1  «.  ^2  yid 
and  if  thia  is  not  comnlied  with,  that  Board  may  execute  the  works,  f,  ^  s  II    ' 
and  the  ezpencea  shaU  be  paid  by  the  owners  in  default,  and  either  jnfffLJ^i^ 
be  reooToed  in  a  summary  manner,  or  declared  to  be  private  improYe-   ^a^^  iustices 
ment  expenses.      By  sect  129,  all  damages,  costs  and  expenses  re-   jAmitation  of 
coTerable  under  that  Act  are  made  reooyerable  before  two  justices  of  y.  ^ 

the  peace.  The  Local  Government  Act,  1868»  21  &  22  Vict.  e.  98.,  SeMverv  of 
t.  4.  enacts  that  it  shall  be  construed  together  with  the  former  Act,  and  ^.f^wJxL jL.# 
be  deemed  part  of  it.  Sect  62  enacts,  that  where  the  Local  Board  «??<>««»«««• 
has  incurred  expences  for  which  the  owners  of  premises  are  made  liable, 
they  may  be  recovered  from  the  owner  when  the  works  are  completed," 
and  ahaU  be  a  charge  on  the  premises  and  bear  interest  till  payment, 
and  in  all  summary  proceedings  by  a  Local  Board  for  ^e  recoyeir  of 
expenses  incurred  by  them  in  works  of  private  improvement,  the  tune 
vithin  which  such  proceedings  may  be  taken  shall  be  reckoned  from  the 
date  of  the  service  of  notice  of  demand.  And  by  sect  63,  the  apportion- 
ment of  expences  by  the  Local  Board  shall  be  binding  and  conclusive 
on  every  such  owner  unless,  within  three  months  from  the  time  of  notice 
giTen  of  the  amount,  he  shall  dispute  it  by  written  notice.^  By  11  &  12 
Vict.  c.  43.  «.  11.  it  is  provided  that,  in  all  cases  where  no  time  is  limited 
for  making  complaints  or  laying  informations  before  justices  of  the  peace, 
they  shall  be  made  or  laid  withm  six  calendu:  months  from  the  time  when 
the  matter  of  sudh  complaint  or  information  arises.  A  street  being  out  of 
renair,  the  Local  Board  of  Health  gave  notice  to  the  owners  of  the 
a^oininff  houses  to  repair  it;  and,  on  this  not  being  complied  with, 
executed  the  works,  ana  gave  notice  of  the  expences  and  apportionment 
to  each  of  the  owners.  The  owners  gave  no  notice  of  oisputing  the 
apportionment,  and,  at  the  end  of  the  three  months  limited  by  21  &  22 
Vkt.  c.  98.  «.  63.,  the  Board  made  a  demand  of  the  amount  The 
owners  having  refused  to  pay,  and  the  enences  not  havins  been  declared 
to  be  private  improvement  expences :  Held  that  the  Board  bad  six  months 
&om  the  expiration  of  the  three  months  during  which  the  apportionment 
mi^t  have  been  disputed  to  take  proceedings  before  justices  oi  the 
peace  for  the  recovery  of  the  amount 

pASE  stated  by  justices  of  the  peace  under  20  &  21 

Vict  c.  43. 

In  the  year  1858  The  Local  Govemment  Act^  1858^ 

vas  adopted  in  the  District  of  Mold  Green.     After  this 

a  part  of  a  certain  street  or  road  within  that  District 
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1863.  called  StortKs  Road  (not  being  a  highway),  was  not 
j^coMB  sewered,  levelled,  paved,  flagged  and  channelled  to  the 
DoDosoH.  satisfaction  of  the  Local  Board  for  the  District  There- 
upon the  Local  Board  served,  on  22d  February^  1861, 
upon  the  respondent  (amongst  other  owners)  the  follow- 
ing notice : — 

"  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  and  Local  Government 
Act,  1858,  11  &  12  Viet  c.  63.  s.  69.,  and  21  &  22  Vkt 
c.  98.  8.  88.  Notice  of  the  Local  Board  on  owners  or 
occupiers  of  premises  fronting,  adjoining  or  abutting  on 
streets,  or  parts  of  streets,  not  being  highways,  and  not 
sewered,  levelled,  paved,  flagged,  channelled,  or  lighted, 
metalled  and  made  good  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Local 
Board.  To  Samuel  Dodgson,  an  owner  or  occupier  of 
land,  buildings  or  premises  situate  at  StortfCs  Road, 
within  the  District  of  the  Mold  Green  Local  Board,  and 
being  a  street  or  road  extending  from  near  the  loDg 
bridge  in  a  north  direction,  all  within  the  said  District 

Whereas  the  street  called  Storih's  Road  is  not  sewered, 
levelled,  paved,  flagged,  channelled,  lighted,  metalled 
and  made  good  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  above  named 
Local  Board :  The  said  Local  Board  do  hereby  give  you 
notice,  as  owner  or  occupier  of  land,  buildings  or  pre- 
mises, being  premises  fronting,  adjoining  or  abutting  on 
a  part  of  such  street  requiring  to  be  sewered,  levelled, 
paved,  flagged,  channelled,  lighted,  metalled  or  made 
good,  within  the  space  of  one  calendar  month  from  the 
service  of  this  notice  upon  you,  to  sewer,  level,  pave, 
flag,  channel,  light,  metal  or  make  good  so  much  of  the 
said  street  as  the  said  premises  front,  adjoin  to  or  abut 
upon.  If  you  fail  to  comply  with  this  notice  within 
such  time,  the  said  Local  Board  may,  if  they  shall  thiols 
fit,  execute  the  said  sewering,  paving,  flagging,  channel- 
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ling^  ligbting^  metaUing  or  making  good^  and  the  ex-        1863. 

pences  incurred  by  them  in  so  doing  must  be  paid  by       jI^omb 

you,  together  with  the  other  owners  and  occupiers  in      DoMioK. 

default^  according  to  the  frontage  of  your  and  their 

respective  premises,  and  in  such  proportion  as  shall  be 

settled  by  the  surveyor  of  the  said  Local  Board,  or  in 

case  of  dispute,  as  shall  be  settled  by  arbitration  (having 

regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case),  or  by  two 

justices  in  the  manner  provided  by  The  Public  Health 

Act,  1848,  and  The  Local  Gk>vemment  Act,  1858,  and 

your  proportion  of  such  expences  may  be  recovered  from 

yon,  as  one  of  such  owners  or  occupiers,  in  a  summary 

manner,  or  the  same  may  be  declared,  by  order  of  the 

said  Local  Board,  to  be  private  improvement  expences, 

and  your  proportion  thereof  be  recoverable  from  you,  as 

such,  in  the  manner  provided  in  the  said  Public  Health 

Act  and  Local  Government  Act    Dated  this  9th  day  of 

February,  1861. 

«  Fredk.  Waim.  Jacomb,  Clerk/' 

This  notice  was  not  complied  with  by  any  of  the 
owners ;  and  the  Local  Board  thereupon  executed  the 
works  mentioned  or  referred  to.in  it,  and  incurred  certain 
expences  in  so  doing. 

The  respondent  was  the  owner  of  certain  premises 
abutting  upon  the  said  street  or  road,  and  the  proportion 
of  the  expences,  calculated  by  the  surveyor  of  the  Board 
according  to  the  frontage  of  the  respondent's  said  pre- 
mises, was  therein  set  forth  to  be  15/.  8«.  8|d.  Notice 
thereof  was  given  to  the  respondent,  on  the  1st  July, 
1861,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  : — 

"  Mold  Green  Local  Board, 

••  Mr.  i^muel  Dodgsan,     "  Huddersfield,  1st  July,  1861. 
"  Dear  Sir, — I  am  desired  to  inform  you  that  your 
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1869.  proportion  of  the  expences  in  respect  of  sewering^  levd- 
jaoomb  ^g>  paving,  flagging,  dialnneling,  lighting,  metalling 
DoDosoH  ^'  making  good  of  part  of  StorMs  Road  within  the 
District  of  the  above  Board,  and  for  the  repayment 
whereof  the  owners  of  the  premises  in  respect  of  which 
the  same  are  incurred  are  liable,  has  been  fixed  by  Mr. 
J.  H.  Abbey y  the  surveyor  of  the  Board,  at  15/.  Ss.  8}({. 
"  The  amount  becomes  a  charge  on  the  premis^,  with 
6/.  per  cent  interest  thereon,  until  payment.  It  dis- 
chaises,  however,  the  owners  firom  any  future  liability 
in  respect  of  maintaining  the  works  so  executed,  as  they 
thenceforward  become  repairable  by  the  public.  By 
reason  of  the  Board  having  procured  the  Hudder»fiM 
Improvement  Commissioners  to  repair  part,  the  cost  has 
been  much  less  than  would  otherwise  have  been  the 
case.  "  Yours  obediently, 

''Fredk.  WiUm.  JacaaA." 
The  respondent  did  not  give  notice  of  disputing  the 
apportionment  made  under  the  21  &  22  Vict  c.  98.  i.  63. : 
so,  at  the  expiration  of  the  three  months,  payment  of  the 
amount  was  demanded  by  WilUam  Heppenstattj  the  col- 
lector of  the  Board  firom  the  respondent,  who,  on  the  8d 
March,  1862,  refiised  to  pay  the  same,  and  thereupon 
the  Local  Board  (the  said  expenoes  not  having  been 
declared  to  be  private  improvement  expences)  took  pro- 
ceedings under  The  Public  Health  Act  for  the  recovery, 
in  a  summary  manner,  of  the  amount,  with  interest  at 
the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  amounting  in  all 
to  the  sum  of  15/.  \9s.  4|</.  Accordingly,  upon  the 
12th  March,  1862,  an  information  was  laid  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace  for  the  West  Riding  of  the  county 
of  York,  by  the  appellant  Frederick  WUUam  Jacomb, 
derk   to  the   Local  Board,  and   who   laid  such  in- 
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formation  as  such  clerk  and  on  behalf  of  the  Local        1868. 
Boari  Jacoxb 

This  information  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  15th      dodoboit. 
March  before  two  justices.  The  respondent^  having  been 
duly  summoned,  attended  by  his  attorney.  The  following 
is  a  copy  of  the  summons  : — 

"West  Biding  of  Yorkshire^  to  wit.  To  Samuel 
Dodffson,  of  Leeds  Road^  in  the  West  Riding  of  the 
county  of  York^  manu£Eicturing  chemist. 

Whereas  information  hath  this  day  been  laid  before 
me,  the  undersigned,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of 
the  peace,  acting  in  and  for  the  West  Riding  of  the 
county  of  Yark^  that  you,  being  the  owner  of  certain 
property,  situate  at  Dalton,  in  the  said  Riding,  within 
the  limits  of  the  Mold  Green  Local  Board,  have  refused 
or  neglected  to  pay  the  sum  of  15/.  8«.  S^d,,  being  your 
proportion  of  the  expences  incurred  by  the  said  Local 
Board  in  sewering,  levelling,  paving,  flagging  and  chan- 
nelling a  certain  part  of  Storth's  Road,  within  the  District 
aforesaid,  together  with  the  sum  of  10«.  8<f.,  being  the 
interest  due  thereon  from  the  1st  day  of  July  last,  con- 
trary to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided. 

These  are  therefore  to  command  you,  in  Her  Majesty's 
name,  to  be  and  appear,  on  Saturday,  the  15th  day  of 
March  instant,  at  10  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  at  the  Court 
Honae  in  Huddersjield,  in  the  said  Riding,  before  such 
justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  Riding  as  may  then 
be  there,  to  answer  to  the  said  information,  and  to  be 
farther  dealt  with  according  to  law. 

'^  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal,  at  HudderffieU 
aforesaid,  the  12th  March,  1862. 

"  Geo.  Armitaye."  (l.  s.) 

VOL.  III.  2  1  B.  &  s. 


▼. 

DOOOBON. 
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1863.  On  behalf  of  the  respondent  it  was  contended  that, 

j^ooMB  ^*  appearing  by  the  notice  that  the  works  were  com- 
pleted the  Ist  of  July,  1861,  the  information  onght  to 
have  been  laid  within  six  months  from  the  time  of  the 
work  being  completed  for  which  such  expences  kad 
been  incurred,  in  the  manner  proyided  by  The  Public 
Health  Act,  1848.  The  summons,  and  also  sect  11 
of  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43.,  were  read  in  support  of  the 
argument  Gn  this  ground  it  was  urged  that  the  juris- 
diction of  the  justices  was  ousted. 

In  answer  to  the  respondent's  ailments,  the  appel- 
lant relied  upon  the  62d  section  of  The  Local  Goyern- 
ment  Act,  1858,  as  specially  limiting  the  time  within 
which  the  summary  proceedings  before  the  magistrates 
shoiQd  be  brought. 

The  justices  dismissed  the  information,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  objection  of  the  respondent  was  fatal ; 
and  it  was  afterwards  agreed  that  the  appellant  might 
state  a  case  to  this  Court. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether 
the  decision  of  the  justices  in  dismissing  the  information 
on  the  ground  aforesaid  was  right  in  point  of  law. 

Maule,  for  the  appellant. — The  proceedings  of  The 
Board  of  Health  were  taken  in  due  time. 

The  Public  Health  Act,  1848, 1 1  &  12  Vict.  c.  6a  s.  68., 
enacts  that  the  management  of  all  present  and  future 
streets,  being  highways  within  any  district,  shall  Test 
in  and  be  under  the  management  and  control  of  the 
Local  Board  of  Health. 

By  sect.  69,  "  in  case  any  present  or  future  street,  or 
any  part  thereof,  (not  being  a  highway),  be  not  sewered, 
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leyeUed^  pared,  flagged,  and  channelled  to  the  satisfac-  1863. 
tion  of  the  Local  Board  of  Health,  such  Board  may,  by  Jacoub 
notice  in  writing  to  the  respective  owners  or  occupiers  dodqsow. 
of  the  premises  fronting,  adjoining,  or  abutting  upon 
such  parts  thereof  as  may  require  to  be  sewered,  levelled, 
paved,  flagged,  or  channelled,  require  them  to  sewer, 
level,  pave,  flag,  or  channel  the  same  within  a  time  to 
be  specified  in  such  notice ;  and,  if  such  notice  be  not 
complied  with,  the  said  Local  Board  may^  if  they  shall 
think  fit,  execute  the  works  mentioned  or  referred  to 
therein ;  and  the  expences  incurred  by  them  in  so  doing 
shall  be  paid  by  the  owners  in  default,  according  to  the 
frontage  of  their  respective  premises,  and  in  such  pro- 
portion as  shall  be  settled  by  the  surveyor,  or  in  case  of 
dispute  as  shall  be  settled  by  arbitration  (having  regard 
to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case)  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  this  Act ;  and  such  expenses  may  be  recovered 
from  the  last  mentioned  owners  in  a  summary  manner, 
or  the  same  may  be  declared  by  order  of  the  said  Local 
Board  to  be  private  improvement  expences,  and  be  re- 
coverable as  such  in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided.*' 

Sect  129.  ''  In  all  cases  in  which  the  amount  of  any 
damages,  costs,  or  expences  is  by  this  Act  directed  to 
he  ascertained  or  recovered  in  a  summary  manner  the 
same  may  be  ascertained  by  and  recovered  before  two 
justices,  t<^ether  with  such  costs  of  the  proceedings  as 
the  justices  may  think  proper;  &c." 

By  The  Local  Government  Act,  1858,  21  &  22  Viet. 
c.  98.  s.  4i.,  it  is  enacted : — "  This  Act  shall  be  construed 
together  with  and  be  deemed  to  form  part  of  The  Public 
Health  Act,  1848 :  Words  used  in  this  Act  shall  be 
interpreted  in  the  sense  assigned  to  them  in  the  said 
Public  Health  Act:  Bye-laws  framed  under  this  Act 
2  I  2 
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1863.        ^^*11  ^  subject  to  confirmation;  enforced,  and  dealt  witb 

jj^coun      ^^  ^^  other  respects  as  bye-laws  under  the  said  Public 

DoDQsoH       Health  Act ;  and  the  provisions  of  each  of  the  said  Acts 

shall,  so  far  as  may  be  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 

this  Act,  respectively  be  applicable  to  all  matters  and 

things  arising  under  the  other  Act" 

Sect.  88  extends  the  powers  given  to  Local  Boards 
by  11  &  12  Vict  c.  63.  s.  69.  to  providing  the  means  of 
lighting,  metalling,  or  making  good  streets  &c.|  and 
extends  the  powers  of  both  enactments  to  parts  of  streets. 

Sect.  62.  "Where  the  Local  Board  have  incurred 
expences,  for  the  repayment  whereof  the  owner  of  the 
premises  for  or  in  respect  of  which  the  same  are  incurred 
is  made  liable,  either  by  application  of  or  agreement 
with  the  owner,  or  by  the  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  or 
any  Act  incorporated  therewith,  or  this  Act,  the^same 
may  be  recovered  from  the  person  who  is  owner  of  such 
premises  when  the  works  are  completed  for  which  such 
expences  have  been  incurred,  in  the  manner  provided  by 
the  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  and  such  expences  shall 
be  a  charge  on  the  premises  in  respect  of  which  they 
were  incurred,  and  shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  5/. 
per  cent,  per  annum  till  payment  thereof.  In  all  sum- 
mary proceedings  by  a  Local  Board  for  the  recoveryV 
expences  incurred  by  them  in  works  of  private  improvie- 
ment,  the  time  within  which  such  proceedings  may  be 
taken  shall  be  reckoned  from  the  date  of  the  service  of 
notice  of  demand.^^ 

Sect  63.  "  Notwithstanding  anything  in  the'  PubUe 
Health  Act  contained,  in  all  cases  where  by  such  Act 
the  Local  Board  shall  have  incurred  expences,  for  the 
repayment  whereof  the  owners  of  the  premises  for  or 
in  respect  of  which  the  same  are  incurred  is  made  liable 
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by  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  or  any  Act  incorporated        1863. 

therewith,  or  by  this  Act,  and  such  expences  have  been       jacomb 

settled  and  apportioned  by  the  surveyors  as  payable  by      dodosom. 

sach  owner,  such  apportionment  shall  be  binding  and 

conclusive  upon  such  owner,  unless,  within  the  expiration 

of  three  months  from  the  time  of  notice  being  given 

by  the  Local  Board  or  their  surveyor  of  the  amount  of 

tbe  proportion  so  settled  by  the  said  surveyor  to  be  due 

from  such  owner,  he  shall  by  written  notice  dispute  the 

same." 

By  11  &  12  Vict,  c.  43.,  commonly  called  Jervis's 
Act,  with  respect  to  summary  convictions  and  orders, 
sect.  11,  "  In  all  cases  where  no  time  is  already  or  shall 
hereafter  be  specially  limited  for  making  any  such  com- 
plaint or  laying  any  such  information  in  the  Act  or  Acts 
of  Parliament  relating  to  each  particular  case,  such 
complaint  shall  be  made  and  such  information  shall  be 
laid  within  six  calendar  months  from  the  time  when  the 
matter  of  such  complaint  or  information  respectively 
arose." 

The  Board  of  Health  had  no  power  to  compel  pay- 
ment until  the  1st  October,  1861,  the  expiration  of  three 
months  firom  the  demand  made,  and  consequently  this 
information  on  the  12th  March  following  was  in  time, 
as  being  within  six  months  from  the  time  when  the 
matter  of  complaint  arose,  which  is  the  period  allowed 
by  11  &  12  Vict  c.  43.  «.  11.     [He  was  then  stopped.] 

Dowdeswett,  contrii.— The  time  for  taking  proceedings 
ran  from  the  notice  of  the  apportionment  among  the 
owners  of  the  charge  assessed  by  the  Local  Board  of 
Health,  namely,  on  the  Ist  Jufy,  1861,  and  therefore  the 
12th  March  1862  was  too  late  to  prefer  this  information. 
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1863.  Stat  21  &  22  Vict  c.  9S.  s.  62.  makes  the  mm  apportioned 
Jacoxb  a  debt  bearing  interest,  and  the  circnmstance  that  the 
DoDGsov.  apportionment  might  have  subsequently  been  appealed 
against  does  not  alter  its  character  in  effect,  any  more 
than  an  appeal  in  any  other  case  affects  the  act  appealed 
against  [Wightman  J.  Could  this  sum  have  been  re- 
covered within  the  three  months  given  by  sect.  63  of 
that  Act  ?]  Yes,  The  proceeding  is  for  the  recovery  of 
a  debt,  not  a  penalty.  Eddkston,  appt,  Francis,  resp.  (a), 
is  an  authority.  [Melhr  J.  That  case  was  under  the 
61st  section  of  stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c.  63.,  and  is  therefore 
inapplicable  here.] 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  The  stat  11  &  12  llct  c.  43.  s.  IL, 
called  Jerm^^  Act,  to  which  our  attention  has  been 
drawn,  governs  this  case,  and  its  effect  is  not  altered  by 
stat.  21  &  22  Vict  c.  98.  The  intention  and  effect  of  the 
former  enactment  was  to  fix  a  period  of  limitation  within 
which  the  right  given  by  Acts  of  Parliament  to  enforce 
matters  by  orders  of  justices  of  the  peace  and  summary 
convictions  shall  be  resorted  to.  It  is  very  reasonable 
there  should  be  someperiod  of  limitation  in  such  cases,  and 
six  months  is  that  which  the  Legislature  has  sanctioned. 
The  intention  and  effect  of  the  statute  further  appears 
to  me  that  there  shall  be  six  months,  running  from  the 
time  when-  the  remedy  could  have  been  enforced,  I «.» 
when  the  cause  of  complaint  arose.  Here  a  period  of 
three  months  is  given  during  which  the  parties  affected 
by  the  order  and  apportionment  may  give  notice  of  dis- 
puting it ;  and,  so  long  as  those  three  months  are  ran- 
ning,  the  Board  of  Health  cannot  enforce  payment  by 
any  owner  in  the  parish  of  expences  allotted  to  be  paid 

(a)  7  0.  B,  N,  S,  568. 
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by  him^ — daring  that  period  their  remedy  is  in  abeyance.        1863. 
And  to  hold  that  those  three  months  are  part  of  the  six       Jaoomb 
months  given  by  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43.  #.  11.  would      dodg.oh. 
be  to  place  cases  under  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848, 
in  a  different  position  fix>m  all  other  cases  under  Jervis's 
Act  Unless  we  can  see  our  way  to  make  such  a  remark- 
able exception  we  ought  not  to  make  it.    It  is  dear  that 
this  money  was  due,  and  the  respondent  ought  to  have 
paid  it :  it  is  also  clear  that  the  Board  of  Health  could 
not  have  enforced  payment  during  three  months  out  of 
the  period  which  elapsed  before  application  was  made 
by  them  to  the  justices ;  and  we  cannot  hold  that  those 
three  months  form  any  portion  of  the  period  of  time 
limited  by  stat.  11  &  12  VicL  c.  43.  s.  11. 

The  justices  were  therefore  wrong,  and  our  judgment 
most  be  for  the  appellant. 

WiGBTMAN  J.  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  in 
giving  judgment  for  the  appellant,  and  this  decision  is 
ooofflstent  both  with  the  law  and  the  justice  of  the  case. 

Gbohpton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  for  the 
reasons  given  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice. 

MsLLOR  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  appellant. 


( 
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1863.       decision  is  sound.    The  cases  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff 
were.earlier. 


BOULDIHG 
V. 

Tyleb. 


WiQHTMANj  C&OHPTON  and  Blackburn  JJ.  ooncur- 
ring. 

Bole  absolute  {a), 

{a)  See  Beard  v.  Perry,  2  B.  ^  8.  493. 


TSuesdayt 
January  20th. 

Estoppel. 
BiU  of  ex- 
change. 
Acceptor. 
Denial  of 
indorsement. 


AsHPiTEL,  executor  of  James  Peto,  against 
Bryan. 

Declaration  by  the  executor  of  B,  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  purpoitmg 
to  be  drawn  bv  A.  and  accepted  bj  the  defendant,  and  indorsed  liy  A. 
to  B,  Plea,  that  A.  did  not  indorse  the  bill  It  appeared  that  A.,  who 
was  ^sessed  of  goods,  being  the  stock  in  trade  upon  his  pwmist^, 
died  intestate  and  indebted  to  the  defendant  and  other  persons ;  anci 
it  was  airaneed  between  B.  and  the  defendant,  who  were  two  of  his 
next  of  kin,  mat  the  defendant  should  take  possession  of  the  goods  «iid 
accept  a  bill  of  exchange  for  their  value,  purporting  to  be  drawn  and 
indorsed  by  A,  The  goods  were  accordingly  delivered  to  the  defendsnt, 
and  the  bill  declared  upon  was  drawn  and  indorsed  to  the  pkintiff  by 
procuration  in  the  name  of  A,,  and  accepted  by  the  defendant  Held, 
that  the  defendant  could  not  be  allowed  to  set  up  as  a  defence  to  the 
action  that  the  bill  was  not  indorsed  by  A. 

^HIS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiff,  as  executor  of 
James  Peto. 
The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that,  in  the 
lifetime  of  James  Peto^  on  the22d  May^  1857,  John  Peto, 
by  his  bill  of  exchange,  since  overdue,  directed  to  the 
defendant,  required  the  defendant  to  pay  to  his  order 
376^.  2««  8d.,  at  sixty  days  sight,  and  the  defendant 
then  accepted  the  bill,  and  John  Peto  indorsed  the  same 
to  James  Peto  in  his  lifetime,  but  the  defendant  had  not 
paid  the  same.  There  were  also  counts  for  goods  sold, 
money  paid  and  money  lent  by  James  Peto  in  his  life- 
time ;  and  on  accounts  stated  between  James  Peto,  in  his 
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lifetime^  and  the  defendant ;  and  a  count  upon  accounts        1868. 
stated  between  the  plaintiff,  as  executor  of  James  Peto,      Abhpitbl 
and  the  defendant.  Brtah. 

First  plea  to  the  first  count.  That  John  Peto  did  not 
indorse  the  bill  as  alleged. 

Second  plea  to  the  same.  That  the  bill  was  drawn, 
indorsed  and  accepted,  for  the  accommodation  of  James 
PetOf  and  without  value  or  consideration,  &c* 

Third  plea  to  the  same.  That  the  bill  was  made  and 
indorsed  in  the  name  of  John  Peto  after  his  decease,  and 
the  defendant  was  induced  to  accept  the  bill  after  the 
decease  of  John  Peto  through  the  fraud  of  James  Peto, 
deceased,  who,  in  his  lifetime,  always  held,  and  the 
plaintiff  has  always  held,  and  still  holds,  the  same, 
without  any  value  or  consideration. 

Fourth  plea  to  the  same.  That  John  Peto,  in  his  lifetime, 
carried  on  a  trade,  and  was  possessed  of  goods,  being  his 
stock  in  the  said  trade,  of  the  value  of  876/.  2s.  3d.,  and, 
before  the  drawing,  indorsing  or  accepting  of  the  biU, 
died  intestate,  and  indebted  to  the  defendant  and  other 
persons ;  and,  at  the  time  of  the  drawing,  indorsing  and 
accepting  of  the  bill,  it  was  intended  and  expected  by 
the  next  of  kin  of  John  Peto,  of  whom  the  defendant 
and  James  Peto  were  two,  that  James  Peto  should  apply 
for  and  obtain  letters  of  administration  of  the  estate 
and  effects  of  John  Peto,  and  by  and  out  of  the  said 
estate  and  effects  pay  the  debts  of  John  Peto,  and  it  was 
proposed  by  James  Peto  that  the  defendant  should  take 
and  convert  to  his  own  use  the  said  stock  in  trade  as  if 
the  same  had  been  sold  and  delivered  to  him  by  John 
Peto  in  his  lifetime,  and  that  the  defendant  should 
accept  a  bill  of  exchange  for  376L  2s.  3d.,  purporting 
to  be  drawn  and  indorsed  by  John  Peto,  and  that  James 
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1863.  ^'^  should  procure  himself  to  be  appointed  adminis- 
AsHPiTBL  trator ;  and  thereupon  James  Peto  caused  and  procured 
BrVan  *^®  ^^  ^^  exchange  in  the  first  count  mentioned  to  be 
drawn  and  indorsed  in  the  name  oiJohn  Peto,  deceased, 
and  the  defendant  accepted  the  same  with  the  intention 
and  belief^  and  for  the  sole  consideration^  that  James 
Peto  should  and  would  so  apply  for  and  obtain  letters 
of  administration^  and  become  and  be  duly  qualified 
and  empowered,  as  administrator,  to  adopt,  ratify  and 
confirm,  and  would,  as  administrator  of  the  estate  and 
effects  of  John  Peto,  deceased,  ratify  and  confirm  the 
said  transaction,  as  a  sale  and  purchase  to  and  by  the 
defendant  of  the  said  stock  in  trade  at  and  for  the  price 
of  376/.  2«.  Zd.,  and  apply  the  same  in  payment  of  the 
debts  of  John  Peto,  and  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
James  Peto,  deceased,  the  better  to  sue  for  and  recoYcr 
the  yalue  of  the  said  stock  in  trade  whenever  and  so 
soon  as,  but  not  before,  he  should  have  become  such 
administrator.  And  the  defendant  took  and  converted 
the  said  stock  as  aforesaid;  and  which  said  stock  ne?er 
was,  nor  was  any  part  thereof,  at  any  time,  in  the  pos- 
session, order,  disposition  or  control  of  James  Peto,  and 
there  never  was  any  other  consideration  or  value  what- 
ever for  the  drawing,  indorsing  or  accepting  of  the  bill 
of  exchange  other  than  the  expectation  and  intention 
that  James  Peto  should  procure  himself  to  become  such 
sole  administrator  as  aforesaid,  and  so  adopt,  ratify  and 
confirm  as  aforesaid.  And  James  Peto  always  held,  and 
the  plaintiff  still  holds,  the  bill  without  any  value  or  con- 
sideration, other  than  as  before  mentioned.  And  James 
Peto,  although  a  reasonable  time  in  that  behalf  had 
elapsed  long  before  his  death,  never  did  apply  for  or 
obtain  letters  of  administration,  nor  did  he  ever  become 
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the  administrator  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  John  Peto,  1863. 
deceased,  but  wholly  neglected  and  omitted  so  to  do,  ashpitil 
and  the  defendant  remains  and  is  liable  to  account  to 
the  creditors,  and  to  the  lawful  administrator  of  John 
Peto,  deceased,  wheneyer  he  shall  be  appointed,  touching 
the  said  intermeddling  of  the  defendant  with  the  stock 
in  trade  of  John  Ptto,  deceased,  and  to  pay  to  the  cre- 
ditors, or  to  such  administrator,  the  sum  of  376/.  2s.  S(L, 
or  the  value  of  the  stock  in  trade,  less  the  amount  of 
a  certain  set  off,  in  respect  of  certain  debts  and  sums  of 
money  due  and  owing  to  the  defendant  fix>m  John  Peto 
in  his  lifetime,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  so  far  as  the 
same  may  he  lawfully  set  off. 

Fifth  plea,  to  the  residue  of  the  declaration.  Never 
indebted. 

Issues  were  joined  on  the  above  pleas;  and  there  was 
also  a  demurrer  to  the  fourth  plea,  and  joinder  therein. 

Second  replication  to  the  first  plea,  setting  out  the 
bill  of  exchange,  and  averring,  among  other  things,  that 
the  bill  was  indorsed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  at 
the  same  time  and  in  the  same  handwriting  at  and 
in  which  the  bill  was  drawn,  and  that  the  drawing 
and  indorsing  took  place  before  the  bill  was  accepted  by 
the  defendant,  of  all  which  the  defendant  had  notice 
and  knowledge  at  the  time  of  the  acceptance,  and  that, 
by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  defendant  was  estopped 
from  denying  the  indorsement  of  the  bill. 

There  was  a  similar  replication  to  the  third  plea; 
with  an  averment  that,  as  to  so  much  of  that  plea  as 
alleged  fraud  and  want  of  consideration,  the  plaintiff 
denied  the  same. 

Rejoinder  to  the  second  replication  to  the  first  plea. 
That,  before  the  drawing,  or  indorsing,  or  accepting,  of 
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1863.  the  bill,  as  Jamet  Peto  and  George  WUJiam  CoOim  well 
AsHPiTBL  faiew,  John  Peto  died,  and  afterwards,  and  when  they 
Bbtan  ^®^^  knew  of  the  death  of  John  Peto,  George  WUSam 
Colhns,  by  the  procurement  of  James  Peto,  and  without 
any  authority  £rom  John  Peto,  or  his  executor  or  admi- 
nistrator, drew  and  indorsed  the  bill  in  the  name  of 
John  Peto ;  and  James  Peto,  before  and  at  the  time  when 
the  defendant  accepted  the  bill,  and  the  same  was 
deliyered  to  him,  well  knew  that  the  drawing  and 
indorsing  were  Mse  and  fictitious,  and  therefore  the 
defendant  is  not  estopped  as  alleged. 

There  was  also  a  demurrer  to  that  replication,  and 
joinder  therein. 

There  was  a  similar  rejoinder  to  the  second  repUcation 
to  the  third  plea. 

Also  a  demurrer  to  that  replication,  and  joinder  therein. 

There  were  demurrers  to  the  rejoinders,  and  joinder 
therein. 

On  the  trial,  before  MeUor  J.,  at  the  Sittings  in  LoH" 
don  after  Trinity  Term,  1862,  the  plaintiff  produced  the 
bill  of  exchange  declared  upon,  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy  :—  ^ 

"£376.  2«.  3rf.  §   "Zondon,  Aray22d,  1857. 

"  At  sixty  days  sigh^  0^  to  my  order  three  hundred 
and  seventy  six  poundS  tjto  shillings  and  three  pence, 
for  value  received.        §  "^  "  John  Peto, 

"Mr.  John  Bryan,  T  "  "p.  pr.  Geo.  Wm.  CoUinsJ* 
"  Dacre  Street,  Westminster.'* 

Indorsed,  "  Pay  Mr.  James  Peto,  Ockham. 

''John  Peto, 
"p.  pr.  Geo.  Wm.  ColUns." 

It  appeared  that  Collins  made  and  indorsed  the  bill 
in  the  lifetime  and  in  the  presence  of  James  Peto  and 
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the  defendant;  and  that  the  defendant,  on  the  same       1863. 
occasion,  in  the  presence  of  Collins  and  James  Peto,     asbpitbl 
accepted  the  bilL    John  Peto  had  died  about  a  fortnight      bryak. 
before,  and  Collins,  James  Peto  and  the  defendant  knew 
that  &ct  and  all  the  other  drcumstances  relating  to  the 
drawing,  indorsing  and  accepting  of  the  bill. 

From  1851  to  1856,  John  Peto  and  the  defendant 
carried  on  business  in  copartnership  as  curriers  and  army 
contractors.  In  1856,  tliat  partnership  was  dissolved  by 
their  bankruptcy.  After  having  obtained  certificates 
John  Peto  carried  on  the  currier's  part  of  the  former 
business,  and  the  defendant  carried  on  the  army  con- 
tractor's part  of  the  business,  on  different  parts  of  their 
former  premises,  but  not  in  partnership*  Collins  was 
the  derk  of  John  Peto  and  the  defendant,  in  their  part- 
nership business,  before  their  bankruptcy.  He  then 
became  the  clerk  of  John  Peto,  in  his  currier's  business, 
and  so  continued  until  the  death  of  John  Peto, 

John  Peto  died  on  the  7th  May,  1857,  intestate, 
leaving  goods,  being  the  stock  in  trade  on  his  premises, 
which  were  valued  by  ColUns  at  876/.  2s.  Sd. 

The  defendant's  wife  was  first  cousin  of  John  Peto, 
and  niece  of  James  Peto.  The  plaintiff  was  nephew  and 
executor  of  James  Peto. 

After  some  discussion  between  James  Peto,  who  had 
assisted  John  Peto  with  advances  of  money,  and  the 
defendant,  it  was  arranged  that  the  defendant  should 
take  possession  of  the  goods  of  John  Peto,  and  give  James 
Peto  his  acceptance  for  their  value.  Thereupon  ColUns 
delivered  the  goods  to  the  defendant,  with  an  invoice 
made  out  in  the  name  of  John  Peto ;  and  the  biU  declared 
upon  was  drawn  and  indorsed  by  him,  and  accepted  by 
the  defendant,  in  the  presence  of  James  Peto. 
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1863.  ^^  ^^  alleged  by  the  defendant  that  James  Pdo  had 

undertaken  to  take  out  letters  of  administration  to  John 


Brtah. 
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J^^^  Peto,  and  so  enable  himself  to  confirm  the  tranaaction 
by  which  the  defendant  had  become  possessed  of  the 
goods  of  John  Peto  as  a  sale  of  them  to  him,  and  apply 
the  purchase  money  in  payment  of  the  debts  of  John 
Peto;  and  that  James  Peto  never  took  out  letters  of 
administration  to  John  Peto. 

James  Peto  died  in  I860,  and  on  the  plaintifiF,  as  his 
executor,  demanding  payment  of  the  amount  of  the  hiU, 
with  interest,  the  defendant  paid  interest  on  account. 

Some  letters  between  the  attorneys  of  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant,  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend* 
ant,  were  put  in  evidence,  which  it  is  not  necessary  to 
set  out. 

It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  his  ^ 
first  plea,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  an  indorsement 
of  the  bill  of  exchange  by  John  Peto. 

The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that  there  was 
evidence  of  an  indorsement  by  John  Peto,  and  that  the 
fact  of  his  being  dead  at  the  time  when  the  indorsement 
was  made  was  not  material :  and  he  put  the  following 
questions  to  the  jury.  First.  Whether  the  acceptance 
by  the  defendant  to  the  bill  of  exchange  was  written 
before  or  after  the  indorsement  to  James  Peto.  Second. 
If  they  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  acceptance  was  so 
written  before  the  indorsement,  then  whether  the  in- 
dorsement was  with  the  authority  and  concurrence  of 
the  defendant.  Third.  Whether  the  bill  was  drawn  and 
accepted  for  goods  belonging  to  John  Peto,  deceased,  and 
for  no  other  consideration.  Fourth.  Whether  James 
Peto  ever  agreed  with  the  defendant  to  take  out  letters 
of  administration  to  John  Peto. 
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The  JU27  found,  as  to  the  first  question,  that  the        1868. 
acceptance  was  made  after  the  indorsement    As  to  the     Abhpitsl 
second  question  they  did  not  return  any  answer.    As       bbtait. 
to  the  third  question  the  jury  found    that  the  bill 
was  given  for  goods  of  John  Peto  belonging  to  him,  and 
his  stock,  and  for  no  oth^  consideration.    And  as 
to  the  fourth  question,  they  said  No;  it  was  an  after- 
thought 

The  Judge  then  put  to  the  jury,  the  following  ques- 
tions. Whether  James  Peto  ever  had  any  actual  control 
or  possession  of  the  goods.  To  this  they  answered  No, 
he  affected  to  deal  with  them. 

Did  he  ever  take  any  other  possession  than  affecting 
to  deal  with  the  goods?   The  jury  answered  No. 

Tlie  learned  Judge  then  directed  the  verdict  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  reserved  to  move 
to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendant :  the  defendant 
undertaking  not  to  go  to  a  Court  of  appeal  without  the 
permission  of  the  Court :  the  Court  to  be  at  liberty  to 
draw  inferences  as  a  jury,  and  to  have  power  to  amend 
the  record. 

In  JUkhaelmas  Term  (Nov.  6th),  1862, 

Rochfort  Clarke  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  on 
the  ground  of  misdirection.  And  it  was  ordered  that 
the  rule  and  the  demurrers  should  come  on  for  argument 
together. 

The  case  was  argued  in  this  Term  {Jan.  16th  and 
20th). 

Garih^  {Hayes  Serjt.  with  him),  for  the  plaintiff.-* 
First  The  defendant  is  estopped  from  setting  up,  as 
a  defence,  that  John  Peto,  being  dead,  could  not  have 

VOL.  IIT.  2  k  b.  &  8. 
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1863.  indorsed  the  bilL  When  Ihe  defendant  aooqted  the 
AsHPiTiL  billj  he  knew  all  the  fiicts  of  the  transaction^  and  is 
Bbtah.  estopped  £rom  saying  that  the  bill  is  not  a  bill,  or 
that  it  had  not  been  indorsed  by  John  PeUk  In 
Byles  on  Bills,  184,  8th  ed.,  it  is  said :— "By  aocqjt- 
ance,  the  drawee  admits  the  signature,  and  capacity 
of  the  drawer,  and  cannot,  after  thus  giving  the  bQI 
currency,  be  admitted  to  prove  that  the  drawer's  sig- 
nature was  forged.  He  moreover  admits,  and  so  does 
the  maker  of  a  promissory  note,  the  then  capacity  of 
the  payee,  to  whose  order  the  bill  or  note  is  made  pay- 
able, to  indorse.  Hence,  the  acceptor  is  estopped  fix>ia 
saying  that  the  payee  being  a  bankrupt  could  not 
indorse  /'  citing  Drayton  y.  Dale  (a),  and  BraUkwaite 
V.  Gardiner  (ft).  And  "  where  the  bill  is  drawn  in  a 
JictUious  name,  the  acceptor  undertakes  to  pay  to  an  in- 
dorsement in  the  same  hand,''  citing  Cooper  v.  Meyer  (c), 
Beeman  v.  Duck  (d),  &c.  In  Cooper  v.  Meyer,  Lord  Ten- 
terden  said,  p.  471,  *'  The  acceptor  ought  to  know  the 
handwriting  of  the  drawer,  and  is,  therefore,  precluded 
firom  disputing  it;  but  it  is  said  that  he  may,  never- 
theless, dispute  the  indorsement  Where  the  drawer  is 
a  real  person,  he  may  do  so ;  but  if  there  is,  in  reality, 
no  such  person,  I  think  the  fair  construction  of  the 
acceptor's  undertaking  is,  that  he  will  pay  to  the  signa- 
ture of  the  same  person  that  signed  for  the  drawer.'' 
The  drawing  and  indorsing  of  the  bill  in  the  present 
case  was,  in  effect,  a  drawing  and  indorsing  by  a  fictitious 
person;  and  therefore  it  is  within  the  authority  of 
Cooper  Y.  Meyer  {c);' and  it  is  a  stronger  case  than  that, 


(a)  2B,j-  C.  293.  (6)  8  Q,  B,  473. 

(e)  10  B.  #  e.  468.  (<0  11  M.  #  W,  851. 
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tbe  administrator  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  John  Peto,       1863. 
deceased,  but  wholly  neglected  and  omitted  so  to  do,     Asbpitxl 
and  the  defendant  remains  and  is  liable  to  account  to       brtan. 
the  creditors,  and  to  the  lawful  administrator  of  John 
Pcto,  deceased,  whenever  he  shall  be  appointed,  touching 
the  said  intermeddling  of  the  defendant  with  the  stock 
in  trade  of  John  Peto,  deceased,  and  to  pay  to  the  cre- 
ditors, or  to  such  administrator,  the  sum  of  876/.  2s,  S(L, 
or  the  yalue  of  the  stock  in  trade,  less  the  amount  of 
a  certain  set  off,  in  respect  of  certain  debts  and  sums  of 
money  due  and  owing  to  the  defendant  from  John  Peto 
m  his  lifetime,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  so  far  as  the 
same  may  be  lawfully  set  off 

Fifth  plea,  to  the  residue  of  the  declaration.  Never 
indebted. 

Issues  were  joined  on  the  above  pleas;  and  there  was 
also  a  demurrer  to  the  fourth  plea,  and  joinder  therein. 

Second  replication  to  the  first  plea,  setting  out  the 
bill  of  exchange,  and  averring,  among  other  things,  that 
the  bQl  was  indorsed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  at 
the  same  time  and  in  the  same  handwriting  at  and 
in  which  the  bill  was  drawn,  and  that  the  drawing 
and  indorsing  took  place  before  the  bill  was  accepted  by 
the  defendant,  of  all  which  the  defendant  had  notice 
and  knowledge  at  the  time  of  the  acceptance,  and  that, 
by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  defendant  was  estopped 
from  denying  the  indorsement  of  the  bill. 

There  was  a  similar  replication  to  the  third  plea; 
with  an  averment  that,  as  to  so  much  of  that  plea  as 
alleged  fraud  and  want  of  consideration,  the  plaintiff 
denied  the  same. 

Rejoinder  to  the  second  replication  to  the  first  plea. 
That,  before  the  drawing,  or  indorsing,  or  accepting,  of 
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1863.       that  belief^  so  as  to  alter  his  own  previous  positioii;  the 
AsBPiTKL     former  is  concluded  fiom  averring  against  the  latter  a 
Brtax.       different  state  of  things  as  existing  at  the  same  time." 
But  that  doctrine  does  not  apply  where  both  parties 
knew  the  real  facts  of  the  transaction,  and  there  iras 
no  deception.      ICrampton   J.    referred    to  Ex  parte 
Swan  (a).]      In  Freeman  v.  Cooke,  p.  662,   Parke  B. 
said ; — "  With  respect  to  estoppels  in  pais,  in  certain 
cases  there  is  no  doubt  they  need  not  be  pleaded  ia 
order  to  make  them  obligatory.    For  instance,  where 
a  man  represents  another  as  his  agent,  in  order  to  pro- 
cure a  person  to  contract  with  him  as  such,  and  he  does 
contract,  the  contract  binds  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
he  made  it  himself,  and  is  his  contract  in  point  of  law; 
and  no  form  of  pleading  could  leave  such  a  matter  at 
large,  and  enable  a  jury  to  treat  it  as  no  contract.''    In 
such  a  case  there  is  no  estoppel :  the  maxim  Qui  &cit 
per  alium  facit  per  se  applies.    And,  in  p.  663: — ^''I^ 
whatever  a  man's  real  intention  may  be,  he  so  conducts 
himself  that  a  reasonable  man  would  take  the  represen- 
tation to  be  true,  and  believe  that  it  was  meant  that  he 
should  act  upon  it,  and  did  act  upon  it  as  true,  the  party 
making  the  representation  would  be  equally  precluded 
from  contesting  its  truth."     But  in  that  case,  which 
was  an  action  of  trover  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt 
for  seizing  the  bankrupt's  goods  under  a  fieri  boBB 
against  J,  B.  and  B,  B.,  it  was  held  that  the  assignees 
were  not  estopped  from  claiming  the  goods^  notwith- 
standing the  finding  of  the  jury  that  the  bankrupt 
represented  to  the  officer  that  the  goods  were  the  goods 
of  B.  £.,  so  as  to  induce  him,  by  that  frdse  representa- 
tion, to  seize  the  goods.    And,  when  the  doctrine  is 
(a)  7  a  B,  N,  8,  400. 
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applied  to  mercantfle  inatraments^  it  does  not  go  farther  1868. 
tliaQ  the  old  doctrine  of  estoppel  by  deed-  In  Bow€9  ashpitbl 
V.  Foster  {a)  the  plaintiff^  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  BarAir 
his  goods  against  any  creditor  who  might  issue  execu- 
tion against  them,  agreed  with  the  defendant  that  there 
should  be  a  pretended  sale  of  the  plaintiff's  goods  to 
him,  and,  for  this  purpose,  an  invoice  was  made  out, 
and  a  receipt  given  by  him  to  the  defendant  for  a  sum 
therein  stated  to  be  the  purchase  money,  and  possession 
of  flie  goods  was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  who  employed 
an  auctioneer  to  sell  them ;  in  an  action  to  recover  the 
value  of  the  goods  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was 
not  estopped,  by  his  assent  to  the  particular  transaction, 
from  shewing  the  true  state  of  facts.  [Wightman  J. 
In  that  case  third  persons  were  affected.  He  referred 
to  Sandenon  v.  Cottman  {by]  In  that  case,  which  was 
an  action  by  indorsees  against  the  acceptors  of  a  bill  of 
exchange,  to  a  plea,  denying  that  the  bill  was  made  as 
alleged  in  the  declaration,  there  was  a  replication  by 
way  of  estoppel  that,  at  the  time  the  defendants  accepted 
the  bill,  the  same  purported  to  have  been  made  and  to 
have  been  signed  as  alleged,  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  at 
the  time  the  bill  was  indorsed  as  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  had  no  notice  or  knowledge  that  it  was  not 
made  as  alleged,  and  that  they  gave  value  for  the  same 
upon  the  faith  and  credit  of  the  defendants'  acceptance. 
[  Wyhtman  J.  The  averments  in  the  replication  supplied 
the  ingredients  of  the  estoppel  in  Pickard  v.  Sear$  (c).] 
Sanderson  v.  Cottman  (b)  only  shews  that  an  acceptor 
cannot  deny  the  drawing  of  the  bill :  there  is  no  case 
which  shews  that  he  cannot  deny  an  indorsement  on 

(a)  2H,fN,  779.  (6)  4  AT.  #  Or,  209. 

(c)  6  A,  4'  E,  469. 
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1868,       it.     ICrampian  J.    In  Beeman  v.  Duck  (a)  there  is  a 
AsBFinL     direct  dictum  of  Porie  B.  on  that  point:  referring  to  the 
BBTjjr.       ttrgoment  for  the  defendant  that,  although  an  acceptor 
was  estopped  horn  denying  the  authority  to  draw,  his 
acceptance  did  not  preyent  him  firom   disputing  the 
authority  to  indorse,  he  says,  p.  256 :  ''We  cannot  help 
thinking  there  is  great  weight  in  that  argument,  if  the 
defendant  accepted  the  bill  in  ignorance  of  the  fergery; 
but  if  he  knew  of  it,  and  intended  that  the  bill  should 
be  put  into  circulation  by  a  forged  indorsement,  in  the 
name  of  the  same  firm,  by  the  same  party  who  drew  i^ 
the  case  seems  to  fell  within  the  principle  of  ^t  of 
Cooper  y.  Meyei^'  (ft).]   In  Beeman  t.  Duck  (a)  there  was 
a  misleading  of  an  innocent  indorsee  for  value.    And 
in  all  the  other  cases  the  bill  was  in  the  hands  of  an 
indorsee  for  value  who  did  not  know  the  real  drcom- 
stances.     {Crompton  J.    The  case  of  bills  of  exchange 
is  rather  within  the  class  of  cases  in  which  parties  ha^ 
agreed  to  a  particular  state  of  fects.    As  where  a  ware- 
houseman has  agreed  to  hold  goods  for  A.,  though  he 
may  be  aware  that  the  property  is  in  another  person  he 
cannot  afterwards  deny  that  the  goods  are  ^.'s.] 

Further,  this  bill  cannot  be  declared  on  aa  a  bill 
payable  to  the  order  of  a  person  who  was  dead  at  the 
time  when  the  bill  was  drawn:  it  should  have  been 
declared  on  as  payable  to  bearer.  [fF^himan  J.  Ac- 
cording to  Gibson  V.  HBnei  (c),  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
if  a  bill  of  exchange  be  drawn  in  fevour  of  a  fictitious 
payee,  and  the  name  of  such  payee  be  indorsed  on  it 
by  the  drawer,  which  fictitious  indorsement  purports  to 
be  to  the  drawer  himself,  or  his  order,  and  the  acceptor 

(a)  11  M,  #  W.  261.  (b)  10  B.  #  C.  46a 

(o)  1  K  Bl  57a 


Bbtah. 
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at  the  time  of  aeoepting  the  biU  knew  those  &ct8^  he        ^993 
shall  not  take  advantage  of  his  own  wr(»g,  but  a  boni      ashpitbi' 
fide  holder  for  yalue  may  recover  against  the  acceptor.]       ^^^^ 
There  coold  be  no  indorsement  of  this  bill  by  John  Peto  ; 
consequently^  this  is  a  fictitious  bill^  not  merely  a  bill 
with  a  fictitious  name  on  it,  and  therefore  is  void :  Ben-^ 
neU  V.  FameU  (a),  Hunter  v.  Jkffery  (4).      ICramfOm  J. 
In  those  cases,  which  arose  out  of  the  bankruptcy  of 
LweBoy  tf  Co.  and  6ib$m  jr  Co.  (see  1  Camp.  183,  note), 
there  was  no  estqppeL] 

Further,  there  was  no  value  or  consideration  for  the 
defendant's  acceptance;  Neban  r.  Serle  {c).  James  Peto 
never  had  actual  possession  of  the  goods  of  John  Peto, 
and  had  no  right  to  tiiem.  The  defendant  would  have 
no  defence  to  an  action  by  the  legal  representative  of 
John  Peto  on  the  ground  that  James  Peto  had  made 
himself  executor  de  son  tort,  because  one  act  does  not 
make  a  person  executor  de  son  tort ;  Mountford  v. 
Gibson  {d).  The  whole  transaction  was  illusory ;  and 
no  right  of  either  party  was  afifected  by  it  The  jury 
oi^ht  to  find  the  truth :  that  John  Peto  did  not  indorse. 

[He  also  contended  that  the  replications  to  the  first 
and  third  pleas  were  bad,  because,  the  bill  being  drawn 
and  indorsed  by  procuration,  they  did  not  shew  that 
CoOms  had  authority  to  draw  or  indorse ;  dting  Alex- 
ioider  V.  Mackenzie  (e).  MeUor  J.  referred  to  Smith  v. 
Marsac  (/).] 

GdtrfA,  in  reply,  abandoned  the  demurrers  to  the 
4rth  plea  and  to  the  rejoinders. 

(fl)  1  Camp.  130.  (*)  2  Peake,  146. 

(c)  4M.fW.  796.  (<0  4  ^Eiw^  441 

(e)  6  a  B.  766.  (/)  6  C.  5.  486. 
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1868.  WiGHTMAN  J.    Thia  is  an  action,  brought  by  the  cre- 

j^^nTKL  ^^^  otJameM  Peto  against  the  defendant^  the  acceptor 
g^^-^  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  which,  npon  the  fiuse  of  it,  appears 
to  have  been  drawn  by  John  Peto  by  procuration,  and  by 
which  John  Peto  requested  the  defendant  to  pay  to  his 
order  87621  2«.  Scf.  at  sixty  days  right  The  defendant 
accepted  the  bill,  and  John  Peto  indorsed  it  by  procura- 
tion to  the  plaintiff 's  testator.  To  the  declaration  there 
is  a  plea  that  John  Peto  did  not  indorse  the  bill  as  alleged. 

Upon  the  evidence  and  the  findings  of  the  jury,  it 
appears  that  John  Peto,  who,  on  the  face  of  tiie  bill,  is 
the  drawer  and  indorser  by  procuration,  was,  at  the 
time,  dead;  but  certain  goods  belonged  to  him,  with 
respect  to  which  there  was  a  claim  on  tiie  part  of  Jame$ 
Peto,  whether,  as  the  probable  personal  representative  of 
the  deceased,  or  as  having  some  interest  in  them  upon 
dealings  between  him  and  John  Peto,  in  his  lifetime,  is 
not  dear.  These  goods  were  taken  possession  of  by  the 
defendant,  with  the  consent  of  Jamee  Peto;  and,  by 
arrangement  between  James  Peto  and  the  defendant,  it 
was  agreed  that  tiie  bill  should  be  drawn  in  the  name 
of  John  Peto,  though  dead,  and  indorsed  also  in  his 
name,  and  the  defendant  accepted  tiie  bill  so  drawn  and 
indorsed :  the  defendant  clearly  had  a  valuable  conside- 
ration for  his  acceptance  of  the  bill,  viz.  the  forbearance 
oi  James  Peto  to  make  any  daim  in  opposition  to  his 
taking  possession  of  the  goods. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  case  we  may  treat  the  bill  as 
drawn  and  indorsed  by  a  fictitious  person,  and  accepted 
by  the  defendant  for  a  valuable  consideration,  with  a 
ftdl  knowledge  of  all  the  facts.  The  defendant  has  had 
all  the  benefit  arising  from  possession  of  the  goods; 
and,  not  having  paid  the  bill,  and  an  action  beiug 
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biooght,  lie  pleads  that  the  bill  was  not  indorsed  by        1868. 
Jchn  Peio,  and  that  he  is  not  liable  as  acceptor.    No     abbpitsl 
doubt^  as  a  matter  of  fact^  the  bill  was  not  indorsed  by       BmTijr. 
John  Peto ;  but  the  question  is^  whether  the  defendant 
can  be  now  admitted  to  gainsay  what  was  done  by 
anangement  between  him  and  James  Peto,  he  well  know- 
ing all  the  circumstances' under  which  the  bill  was  drawn. 
It  is  said  that  there  is  an  estoppel  in  pais  against  the 
defendant  disputing  what  he  agreed  should  be  taken  as 
&cis^  when  he  accepted  the  bill ;  and  that^  after  haying 
authorized  the  drawing  and  indorsing  the  bill  in  the 
form  in  which  it  was  drawn  and  indorsed,  he  cannot  be 
admitted  to  say  that  the  bill  was  not  drawn  and  indorsed 
as  it  purports  to  be.    Prima  fade,  the  acceptor  is  not 
admitted  to  deny  the  handwriting  of  the  drawer ;  and  I 
think  the  same  rule  applies  to  an  indorsement  by  the 
drawer,  the  indorsement  being  on  the  biU  when  it  was 
accepted.    It  may  be  that  he  would  not  be  bound  to 
admit  the  handwriting  of  a  person  who  was  a  stranger ; 
bat  here  the  indorsement  is  in  the  same  handwriting  as 
the  drawing. 

The  jgeneral  definition  of  estoppel  is  given  in  Les 
Termes  de  la  Ley,  tit.  Estoppel : — *^  Estoppel  is,  when 
one  is  concluded  and  forbidden  in  law  to  speak  against 
his  own  act  or  deed,  yea,  though  it  be  to  say  the  truth.'' 
This  is  what  the  defendant  attempted  to  do.  There  is 
a  distinction  between  estoppel  by  matter  of  record  or 
deed  and  by  matter  in  pais :  in  the  latter  case  it  arises 
on  the  evidence  itself,  and  need  not  be  pleaded ;  in  the 
others  it  must  be  pleaded,  if  there  be  an  opportunity. 
In  Sanderson  v.  Collman  (a)  Tindal  C.  J.  says  2— "  The 
first  point  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  drawee,  after 

(a)  4  AT.  #G^.  209.  21a 
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1863.       accepting  and  thereby  giving  an  appar^it  vaKdity  to  a 
AiBPZTxi.  ~  hill,  has  a  right,  in  an  action  againat  him  as  acceptor, 
Betajt.       to  set  np  as  a  defence  that  the  name  of  the  drawerwas 
foiled,  or  other  matter  invalidating  the  hill.    And  it 
appears  to  me  that  he  has  no  snbh  righf    In  this 
dictum  Tindal  C.  J.  does  not  speak  of  an  objectMrn  to 
the  acceptor  setting  up  as  a  defence  any  inc^ndty  of 
the  drawer  as  a  ground  of  estoppel  properly  so  callfid; 
but  he  says  the  acceptor  has  not  the  right  to  set  up 
that  defence.    There  are  oases  in  which  it  has  been 
held  that  estoppel  by  deed  or  matter  of  record  nuist 
be  pleaded ;  but  there  are  as  many  cases  whidi  shew 
that  it  is  competent  to  a  party  to  take  advantage 
of  an  estoppel  in  pais  without  pleading  it;  1  Wrm* 
Samd.  825  a,  note  {d)^  6th  ed.    There  are  also  cases 
which  shew  that,  after  a  person  has,  by  his  own  act, 
warranted  that  what  appears  on  the  &oe  of  a  bill  is 
perfectly  regular,  and  has  received  value  for  it  (because 
my  judgment  in  the  present  case  is  founded  on  the 
assumption  that  the  defendant  did  receive   value  for 
his  acceptance  of  the  bill,  which  the  jury  have  in  effect 
found), — after  he  has  agreed  with  the  person  £rom  whom 
he  received  value,  and  who  is  the  holder  of  the  lull,  that 
the  bill  should  be  drawn  and  indorsed  in  the  names 
which  appear  on  it,  he  is  not  permitted  to  shew  that 
those  names  are  false  or  fictitious,  and  to  set  up  what 
would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  party  who  has  given  value 
for  the  acceptance.    If  no  value  was  given,  or  if  the 
acceptor  was  ignorant  of  the  circumstances,  or  was  no 
party  to  the  agreement  by  which  the  bill  was  drawn  in 
a  particular  form,  that  might  make  a  difiference. 

Then,  it  was  said  that  the  bill  ought  to  have  been 
declared  on,  as  a  biU  payable  to  bearer ;  but  the  question 
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u,  not  how  it  ought  to  have  been  declared  rxpoa,  but        1868. 

whether  xspfm  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais  the  de-     abbpitxl  * 

fendant^  having  accepted  the  bill  under  the  curcnmstances       bxtut. 

here  finmd,  is  entitled  to  take  such  an  objection.    On 

the  whole^  it  seems  to  me,  upon  the  authorities  as  well 

as  upon  principle,  that  he  is  not.    The  caaes  go  to  this 

extent,  that  the  defendant,  is  precluded  by  his  own  act 

from  saying  that  the  person  whose  name  appears  on 

the  bill  as  drawer  is  fictitious  or  was  dead  at  the  time; 

and  I  think  he  is  equally  preduded  from  taking  the 

objection  that  the  declaration  states  the  bill  to  have 

been  drawn  and  indorsed  in  the  name  of  an  existing 

person,  tiiough  he  was  at  the  time  dead ;  and  therefore 

the  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  treat  the  bill  as  a  bill 

payable  to  bearer,  though  he  might  possibly  recover  if 

he  did  so. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  have  the  verdict  entered.for  him  on  the  traverse  of 
the  indorsement,  and  that  all  the  other  pleadings  should 
be  stmck  out.  But,  as  the  same  question  might  be 
nosed  on  those  pleadings,  the  defisudant  has  leave  to 
appeal. 

CioMPTON  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion, 
and  do  not  wish  to  add  to  the  reasons  given  for  our 
jndgment  by  my  brother  Wighiman. 

Ab  to  the  pleadings,  the  question  on  which  we  give 
leave  to  appeal  must  be  considered  as  open  on  the  tra- 
verse of  the  indorsement;  and  the  Court  of  error  is  to 
have  the  same  power  which  this  Court  has  to  amend  the 
pleadmgs. 

I  wiU  only  further  observe  that  the  question  whether 
the  defiendant  can  be  permitted  to  say  that  the  bill. 
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1868.       ihongh  purporting  to  be  drawn  and  indorsed  hy  John 
Abhpitbl     ^^9  ^"^as  not  BO  in  fact,  is  not  so  much  in  tiie  nature  of 
Bkiam.       '^  estoppel  where  one  person  is  misled  by  the  firand  or 
deceit  of  another  and  induced  to  belieye  a  certain  state 
of  facts,  and  to  act  upon  it,  whereupon  the  other  is  pre- 
cluded from  denying  it,  as  in  Pichard  v.  Sears  (a) :  it  is 
rather  as  JParAe  B.  puts  it  at  the  end  of  his  judgment 
in  Freeman  v.  Cooke  (ft),  when  commenting  on  Pichard  ?. 
Sears  (a),  a  matter  arising  out  of  a  contract  between  the 
parties,  in  which  a  particular  state  of  facts  is  assumed 
to  exist,  and  the  party  acting  upon  that  assumption  has 
had  his  position  altered :  he  has  then  a  right  to  consider 
that  state  of  facts  as  existing,  and  the  other  party  ougbt 
not  to  be  permitted  to  deny  it.    I  go  a  great  way  with 
the  able  argument  of  Mr.  Boehfort  Clarke,  that  the  doc- 
trine  of  estoppels  in  pais,  which  rests  on  fraud,  or  deceit, 
or  ignorance  of  one  of  the  parties,  does  not  strictly  apply 
to  this  case,  in  which  both  .parties  knew  the  real  state  of 
facts.    But  when  two  parties  agree  that  a  oonmiercial 
instrument  shall  be  taken  as  founded  upon  a  certain 
fiftct,  and  the  position  of  one,  by  acting  on  that  i^ree- 
ment,  is  altered,  the  other  ought  not  to  be  admitted  to 
deny  it,  and  in  this  class  of  estoppels  deceit,  in  which  is 
inyolved  the  question  whether  the  party  knew  the  real 
state  of  facts,  is  not  necessary. 

A  cause  was  tried  before  me,  about  ten  years  ago,  on 
the  Western  Circuit,  in  which  a  fieither  was  sued  upon 
his  acceptance,  forged  by  his  son :  the  parties  who  held 
the  bill  had  gone  to  the  father  and  said,  ''We  shall 
proceed  against  your  son;  is  this  your  acceptance?" 
and  the  &ther  then  said,  ''  It  is.''    I  thought  that  the 

(a)  ^A,tE.  469.  (b)  2  Exck,  65i.  661 
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rule  as  to  estoppel  in  Freeman  y.  Coohe  (a)  applied.    A        1863. 
bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered  to  my  ruling  by  a  very     Abhpitbl^ 
learned  person^  but,  after  consideration,  abandoned.    I       Beiav. 
am  not  sure  whether  the  parties  had  knowledge  that  it 
was  not  the  acceptance  of  the  fistther.    But  I  think  that 
the  person  who  said,  ''  This  is  my  acceptance/'  and  so 
induced  the  parties  holding  the  bill  to  alter  their  situ- 
ation, would  have  been  equally  bound  by  the  statement, 
if  they  knew  that  it  was  not  his  acceptance :  and  although 
the  parties  might  suspect  that  the  son  had  foiled  it,  yet 
the  person  making  that  statement  must  be  considered  as 
saying, ''  This  instrument  may  be  treated  as  if  accepted 
by  me.'* 

The  present  case  is  not  one  of  the  class  of  cases  of 
estoppel  by  deed  or  record,  but  it  is  an  estoppel  by  evi- 
dence. If  it  appears,  on  evidence,  that  two  parties  to  a 
mercantile  transaction,  upon  the  negotiation  of  a  biU, 
assame  that  a  particular  person  was  the  drawer  of  it, 
or  that,  by  express  agreement  between  the  parties,  a 
bill  was  drawn  and  indorsed  by  procuration  in  the 
name  of  a  fictitious  or  dead  person,  and  the  position  of 
one  of  the  parties  has  been  altered,  as  in  the  present 
case,  by  giving  up  certain  goods  to  the  other,  that  other 
is  not  at  liberty  afterwards  to  say  that  the  fact  which 
was  assumed  as  the  basis  of  the  contract  or  arrangement, 
and  upon  which  the  other  party  acted,  and  thereby  altered 
his  position,  was  really  untrue,  and  that  the  bill  is  void. 

Mellor  J.  The  doctrine  applicable  to  the  present 
caae  is  a  useful  o;ne,  and  ought  not  to  be  narrowed.  At 
the  trial,  it  bein^  contended  that  it  was  open  to  the 
defendant  to  prove  his  plea,  which  traversed  the  in- 

(a)  2  Exch,  654. 
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1868.  dorsement  of  the  bill  by  John  Peto,  I  thought  that^  if 
Abhpitbl     ^0  defendant  got  a   yaluable  consideration   for  his 

B&TA9.  acceptance,  he  was  predoded  from  denying  the  indorse- 
ment: and  I  think  it  must  be  taken  that  he  did  get  a 
TaluaUe  consideration;  for  it  appears  on  the  evidence 
that  he,  by  the  authority  oi  James  Peto,  got  posseeskm 
of  goods,  amounting  in  value  to  the  sum  for  which  the 
bill  was  given;  and  by  agreement,  to  which  the  defiendant 
was  party,  Collbu,  who  had  been  the  derk  of  Join  Peto, 
and  must  be  taken  to  have  been  acting  as  such  at  the 
time,  drew  the  bill  and  indorsed  it  in  the  name  of  Jokn 
PetOy  though  deceased.  That  being  the  basis  of  the 
arrangement,  it  appeared  to  me  that  the  case,  though  a 
peculiar  <me,  was  within  the  authority  and  principle  of 
the  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Oarth;  and  I  still  think  the 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  right,  although  I  am  glad  that 
the  Ck>urt  has  seen  its  way  to  allow  an  appeal 

Ordered :— ''  Bule  be  discharged  upon  the  terms 
hereinafter  mentioned:  that  all  the  pleadings,  except 
the  pleas  denying  the  indorsement  of  the  biU  and  the 
accounts  stated  and  the  issues  raised  thereon,  be  struck 
out,  without  costs  on  either  side,  and  the  defendant  have 
leave  to  appeal ;  that  the  Court  of  error  shall  have  fiill 
power  to  make  all  amendments  to  determine  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  quasi  estoppel  in  pais  and  the  accounts 
stated*  And  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  defendant  do 
bring  890/L  into  Court  within  twenty-one  days ;  other- 
wise that  he  have  no  leave  to  appeal,  and  that  the  above 
mentioned  rule  be  dischaiged  absolutely/' 
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The   Queen    against    Richard    Bobebts    and  Friday, 

William  Henby  Stone,  Esquires,  Justices  of  

Surrey,  and  Richabd  May.  Local  jct.  ' 

DiviHonof 

StalB.  63  G^.d.  e.  cbdi.  and  3  &  4  TT.  4.  0.  xcdiL  oontain  provinoiui  ^^*_^ 
by  which  any  rate  in  the  pariflh  of  (7.,  made  by  virtue  of  either  of  the  ^^^  ^^" 
Acta,  may  be  xecoToed  by  snmmons  before  two  justices  of  the  peace;  Golfed/ <flJttiM» 
and  an  appeal  ia  given  to  the  Quarter  Sessions.    Separate  districts  for  ^f*  •'  "•''•^ 
ecclesiastical  purposes  were  afterwards  formed  in  C,  under  stat  19  &  20  '^J!!!!-^-,-^ 
VicL  c.  104.    In  1861  the  churchwardens  of  C,  pve  notice  that  a  vestry  -«»««»w«»^' 
of  the  pajrish,  except  those  districts,  would  be  held  to  make  a  rate  for 
the  repair  <^  the  parish  church :  and  in  the  notice  it  was  stated  that 
a  show  of  hands  would  be  taken  on  each  proposition  or  amendment 
which  might  be  anbmitted  to  the  meeting,  and  if  a  poll  should  be 
demanded,  the  polling  would  be  taken  at  an  adjouined  meeting  on  all  the 
propositions  awi  amendments  made  at  the  original  meeting.    At  the 
meeting  a  rate  of  2^^.  in  the  pound  was  mopoMd,  and  an  amendment 
was  moved  **  that  no  rate  be  granted."    The  majority  were  in  favour 
of  the  amendment.     Upon  a  poll  being  demanded,  the  vestry  was 
adjourned  for  the  purpose  of  takmg  it    At  the  poll  the  voting  was  **  for 
the  motion"  and  "  for  the  amendment ;"  and  at  tne  close  of  it  the  chair- 
man declared  the  motion  to  be  carried,  and  no  other  amendment  was 
allowed  to  be  put:  Held, 

1.  That  notwithstandinff  the  creation  of  the  separate  districts,  the 
local  Acts  still  applied  to  cAurch  rates  for  the  iwrish  chnrch  of  C, 

2.  That,  the  amendment  being  a  direct  negative  of  the  original  motion, 
it  was  nof  necessary  to  take  the  poll  on  eaiui ;  and  that  no  amendment 
eonU  be  brought  forward  after  the  dose  of  the  polL 

TN  MiehaebnaB  Term  (Abo.  24ih)  Lusk  obtained  a  rule 
callingTiponiZtcAanJ Robertsand  WHHamHenry  Stone, 
justices  for  the  oonnty  of  Surrey,  and  Richard  May,  to 
shew  caiue  why  the  said  jiuticea  should  not  issue  their 
warrant  to  levy,  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and 
cbatteb  of  Bichard  May,  the  sum  of  1/.  6s.  8d.,  due  by 
iiim  on  account  of  a  chnrch  rate  for  the  parish  of  St 
Giles  Cambertoell,  in  that  county^  made  on  the  4th  Jufy, 
1861. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule 
that,  on  the  26th  June,  1861,  the  chiuchwardens  <tf  the 
parish  of  SL  GUes,  Camberwell,  gave  notice  of  an  open 
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1863.  puUic  yestry  of  the  parish  (except  tiie  respective  districfaB 
The  QusBH  ^^'^  George^  St  Mary  Magdalen^  Peckham,  and  St  Paul, 
RoBKETs  BemeHUI)  to  be  held  in  theyestry  hall^on  the  4ih  Jicfy, 
and  othen.  to  make  a  rate  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the  fiibric  of 
the  parish  church.  The  notice  proceeded  thus :  ''a show 
of  hands  of  the  persons  present  will  be  taken  on  each 
proposition  or  amendment  which  may  then  be  submitted 
to  the  meeting,  and,  if  a  poll  should  be  demanded  after 
the  result  of  such  show  of  hands  is  declared,  the  same 
will  extend  to  the  whole  parish,  except  the  respectiTe 
districts  of  St,  George^  St.  Mary  Magdalen,  Peekiam, 
and  St  Paul,  Heme  Hill;  and  the  meeting  will  be  ad- 
journed at  its  rising  to  Monday,  the  8th  July  next,  at 
8  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  to  be  then  held  at  the  yestiy 
hall  of  the  said  parish,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  such 
poll,  and  the  polling  will  then  commence  and  be  taken 
on  all  the  propositions  and  amendments  made  at  sudi 
meeting,  at  one  and  the  same  time,  and  will  be  kept 
open  until  8  o'clock  in  the  evening  of  the  said  Sth 
July,  and  will  comprise  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  said 
parish,  except  as  aforesaid^  who  are  qualified  to  vote,  at 
which  last  mentioned  hour  of  8  o'clock  in  the  evening 
of  the  said  8th  July  the  poll  will  dose,  and  Ae  chairman 
wiU  declare  the  result  thereof,  which  shall  be  final  and 
conclusive."  On  the  4th  July  1861,  a  public  vestry  of  the 
parish,  'except  the  above  mentione  ddistricts,  was  held 
accordingly,  and  a  resolution  was  made  and  seconded, 
that  a  rate  of  %d.  in  the  pound  be  made  for  the  purpose 
of  repfdring  the  fabric  of  the  parish  church.  An  amend- 
ment was  thereupon  moved  and  seconded,  '^  That  no  rate 
be  granted."  Upon  a  show  of  hands,  there  appeared, 
for  the  amendment,  192;  for  the  motion,  93;  majority 
for  the  amendment,  99.    A  poll  of  the  parish,  except 
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the  above  mentioned  digtrictsi  was  thereupon  demanded,  1868, 
and  the  vestry  was  then  adjourned  until  the  8th  July,  The  Qaxsir 
at  8  o'clock  in  the  morning.  No  other  motion  or  -Bx^^m^ 
amendment  was  proposed  to  the  vestry,  or  offered  or  »ndOthei». 
mentioned  to  the  chairman.  On  the  8th  July,  the 
adjourned  vestry  was  duly  held,  in  order  to  take  a  poll 
of  the  parish  for  the  motion  and  the  amendment.  The 
poll  was  opened  at  8  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the  8th 
•/tt/y,  and  was  kept  open  until  8  o'clock  in  the  evening ; 
and,  shortly  after  its  close,  the  chairman  declared  the 
numbers  to  be  as  follows;  for  the  amendment,  873, 
for  the  motion,  981,  majority  for  the  motion,  108 ;  and 
thereupon  also  declared  the  motion  to  be  carried.  The 
rate  was  made,  and  duly  confirmed  in  pursuance  of 
the  statute  by  the  Surrogate,  upon  the  inhabitants, 
occapiers  and  holders  of  lands,  grounds  and  other 
hereditaments  and  premises,  except  the  districts  above 
mentioned.  In  this  rate  Richard  May  was  rated  in 
the  sum  of  \L  &.  8</.  Upon  a  demand  and  refusal  to  pay, 
he  was  summoned  and  appeared  before  two  justices  on 
the  15th  February,  1862,  who  determined  to  issue  their 
warrant  of  distress  for  levying  the  rate.  They  refused  to 
state  a  case  under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict  e.  43.,  on  the  ground 
that  that  statute  did  not  apply,  and  that  the  applicant 
must  appeal  to  the  Quarter  Sessions,  under  sect.  61  of 
Stat  58  G*  3.  c.  cbdL,  but  decided  that  the  warrant 
should  not  issue  until  the  applicant  had  had  an  oppor- 
tunity of  applying  to  this  Court  for  a  rule  calling  upon 
the  justices  to  state  a  case.  That  application  was  made 
and  refused  in  E.  T.,  1862  (see  Ex  parte  May,  2B.^  S. 
426).  Afterwards  inquiry  was  made  whether  the  rate 
would  be  paid,  so  as  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  the 
warrant  being  executed,  and  the  answer  was  that,  if  the 
VOL.   III.  2  L  B.   &  s. 
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Roberts 
and  Others. 


1863.        warrant  was  put  in  force,  an  action  of  trespass  would 
The  Quken    be  brought.    In  consequence  of  that  threat,  the  justices 
resolved  to  withdraw  their  warrant. 

The  affidavits  in  opposition  to  the  rule  stated  that,  at 
the  meeting  on   the  4th  July,  1861,  a  division  was 
called  for,  and  that  the  chairman  said  to  the  meeting, 
"  Those  in  favour  of  the  amendment  go  to  the  right,  and 
those  against  it,  go  to  the  left  j^'  and  he  then  declared 
the  result  as  being  192  for  the  amendment,  and  93 
against  it ;  that,  on  both  occasions,  he  spoke  of  voters 
voting  for  and  against  the  amendment;  and  did  not  at 
any  time  ask  the  meeting  if  there  were  any  other  amend- 
ments to  be  put,  or  in  any  way  announce  that  it  would 
be  late  to  move  them  after  the  close  of  the  poll ;  that, 
at  the  poll  on  the  8th  Jw/y,  a  parishioner  protested  to 
the  churchwarden  who  presided  that  the  mode  of  taking 
the  votes  for  the  amendment  and  for  the  rate,  instead 
of  for  and  against  the  amendment,  was  illegal ;  that  he 
"went  to  the  polling  place  prepared  to  move  a  farther 
amendment  on  the  result  of  the  poll  being  announced, 
and  attempted  to  do  so,  but  was  unable,  in  consequence 
of  the  chairman  immediately  quitting  the  chair  and  the 
room  the  moment  he  had  announced  the  numbers ;  and 
that  several  other  persons  were  prepared  to  move  amend- 
ments, or  to  support  them,  but  were  prevented  in  the 
same  way. 

The  parish  of  St.  Giles,  Camberwell,  is  governed  by  two 
local  Acts:  58  G.  3.  c.  clxiL,  "  An  Act  for  better  assess- 
ing and  collecting  the  poor  and  other  rates  in  the  parish 
of  St  Giles,  Camberwell,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and 
regulating  the  affairs  thereof/'  &c.,  and  3  &  4  ^'  4 
c.  xxxiii,  for  altering  and  amending  that  Act. 

Sect  3  of  the  former  Act,  "  for  the  better  and  more 
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effectual  raising  and  levying  the  rates  or  assessments  for 
the  maintenance  and  relief  of  the  poor,  and  all  other 
rates  and  assessments  made  by  the  chiurchwardens  and 
oyerseers  of  the  poor,  or  vestay  of  the  said  parish,  or 
which  are  mentioned  in  or  authorized  and  directed  by 
this  Act/'  contains  provisions  by  which  *'any  rate  or 
assessment  made,  laid,  and  assessed  by  virtue  or  under 
the  powers"  of  the  Act  may  be  recovered  by  summons 
before  one  or  more  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace,  who 
were  authorized  and  required  upon  non-payment  to 
grant  a  warrant  to  levy  the  same  by  distress  and  sale  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  party. 

Sect.  11  of  the  latter  Act  enacts,  that  if  any  person 
rated  to  any  rate  made  by  virtue  of  either  of  the  Acts 
shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  pay  the  same,  he  may  be 
summoned  before  two  justices,  who  are  authorized  and 
reqtdied  to  grant  a  warrant  to  levy  the  rate  by  distress 
and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  person  so  neg- 
lecting or  refusing. 

Sect.  51  of  the  former  Act  gives  a  right  of  appeal  to 
the  Quarter  Sessions  to  any  person  aggrieved  by  any 
rate  or  assessment,  or  by  any  order,  judgment  or  deter- 
mination of  any  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace  acting 
in  execution  of  the  Act,  or  by  any  matter  or  thing  done 
in  pursuance  thereof 


1863. 
The  QusxN 

T. 

Roberts 

and  Others. 


MelUsh  and  C.  J.  Foster  shewed  cause. — First.  The 
justices  have  no  jurisdiction  under  the  local  Acts  to 
issue  their  warrant  to  enforce  pajrment  of  this  church 
rate,  which  was  made  for  part  only  of  the  parish  of  St 
Giles,  CamberwelL  The  prpvisions  of  the  local  Acts, 
which  were  passed  before  the  portions  of  the  parish 
excepted  from  the  church  rate  were  formed  into  eccle- 
2  L  2 
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18G3. 
The  QuKBM 

V, 

Roberts 
and  Others. 


siastical  parishes  or  districts  under  the  Marquis  of 
BlandfortTs  Act,  19  &  20  Vict  c.  104.,  relate  to  rates 
made  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  or  vestry  of 
St.  Giks,  Cambertoell,  for  the  whole  parish. 

Secondly.  The  poll  ought  to  have  been  taken  both 
upon  the  original  motion  and  upon  the  amendment: 
there  may  have  been  parishioners  who  were  opposed  to 
both,  and  would  have  been  in  favour  of  a  rate  of  less 
than  2d.  in  the  pound.     IBlackbum  J.     No  amendment 
to  that  effect  was  suggested  at  the  time  when  the  poll 
was  agreed  upon.     Cockbum  C.  J.     Nor  before  the  poll 
was  any  amendment  proposed  in  case  the  first  amend- 
ment should  be  negatived.]     After  the  poU  had  been 
taken  on  the  amendment,  the  original  motion  ought  to 
have  been  put  and  carried  or  rejected  simpliciter.    In 
EU  V.  The  Burial  Board  for  St.  Mary,  hlingtan  {a\  a 
proposal  that  a  Burial  Board,  appointed  under  stai 
15  &  16  Vict.  c.  85.,  should  be  authorized  to  borrow 
a  sum  of  money,  was  not  put  to  the  vote  by  a  show 
of  hands,   but  was  met  by  an  amendment  that  the 
matter  should  be  referred  back  to  the  Board  to  be  re- 
considered, and,  a  show  of  hands  being  taken  upon  this 
amendment,  it  was  carried  by  a  majority ;  but  upon  a 
poll,  the  votes  being  taken  aflSrmatively,  for  the  original 
motion  and  the  amendment,  there  was  a  majority  for  the 
original  motion.     On  these  facts.  Sir  W.  P.  Wood  M.  C. 
held  that  the  manner  of  taking  the  poll  on  the  resolution 
and  amendment  was  informal,  becauise  the  majority  of 
votes  being  given  for  the  original  proposition  did  not 
prove  that  it  was  preferred  to  every  other  proposition, 
but  merely  to  that  particular  one  which  had  been  pnt 
as  an  amendment,  which  was  not  a  direct  negative  of 
it.    In  the  present  case,  the  amendment  being  a  direct 
(a)  Kay,  449. 
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nqiative  of  the  original  motion,  affinnative  and  negative        1868. 
Totes  might  have  been  taken  npon  each.    [Blackburn  J.     The  Quuh 
If  thia  rate  is  within  the  local  Acts,  this  objection  would      B,om,Ts 
be  ground  of  appeal  under  sect  51  of  the  first  Act,  as     ^^  ^^«"- 
we  held  in  Ex  parte  May  (a).]     It  is  doubtful  whether 
the  L^ishiture  intended  the  right  of  appeal  given  by 
sect.  51  of  stat.  53  C  3.  c.  clxiL  to  apply  to  a  church 
rate,  and  so  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ecclesiastical 
Court.    Stat  53  <?•  3.  e.  127.  *.  7.  gives  power  to  jus- 
tices to  enforce  payment  of  church  rate,  if  the  amount 
does  not  exceed  10/^     The  notice  of  the  meeting  for  a 
church  rate  states  that  if  a  poll  be  demanded  it  will 
be  taken  '^  on  each  proposition  or  amendment^'  made  at 
the  meeting,  which  means  that  there  will  be  afBrmative 
and  negative  voting  on  each  proposition,  and  affirmative 
and  n^ative  voting  on  each  amendment.     K  this  is  a 
case  of  doubt,  the  Court  will  not  order  the  justices  to 
grant  their  warrant 

£i»A,  contra.   First  There  is  nothing  in  stat  19  &  20  ' 
Vict  c.  104.  to  affect  the  liabilities  of  parishioners  which 
are  regulated  by  any  local  Act 

Secondly.  The  only  practical  mode  of  dealing  with 
questions  in  parish  meetings  has  been  followed  in  the 
present  case.  There  was  an  invitation  that  all  amend- 
ments should  be  proposed  at  the  meeting  for  making  a 
church  rate,  and  at  that  meeting  there  was  no  suggestion 
that,  if  any  rate  was  granted,  2d.  in  the  pound  was  not 
the  proper  amount.  This  question  was  decided  in  Rex 
y.  The  Vicar  and  Churchwardens  of  Hammersmith  (i). 
In  Elt  V.  The  Burial  Board  for  St.  Mary,  Islington  (c), 

(a)  2^.^5.426. 

(h)  16  Ju^,  of  the  Peace,  632,  nom.  Ex  parte  Stevens^  In  re  the 
Vestry  of  the  Parish  of  Hammersmith.    Reported  post  p.  604,  note  (/?). 
(r)  Kay,  449. 
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1863.       ^^^  amendment  was  not  a  direct  negative  of  the  original 


motion. 


The  QuiSM 

T. 

Roberts 
and  Others.        CocKBUBN  C.  J.    The  doubt  in  my  mind  Has  been 

whether  the  parties  on  whose  behalf  this  application  is 

made  should  not  be  put  to  apply  for  a  mandamus,  bat 

I  am  now  satisfied  that  the  matter  is  sufficiently  clear 

to  enable  us  to  make  this  rule  absolute. 

The  first  question  is,  whether,  portions  of  the  parish 
of  St.  Giles,  Cambenoett,  having  been  separated  ftom  it 
and  formed  into  separate  parishes  for  ecclesiastical  pur- 
poses under  stat.  19  &  20  Vict  c.  104.,  the  local  Acts 
regulating  the  concerns  of  the  parish  still  remain  in 
force  with  regard  to  the  main  body.  If,  where  a  por- 
tion of  a  parish  is  taken  away  from  it  for  ecclesias- 
tical or  other  purposes,  all  the  provisions  of  the  pre- 
viously existing  Acts,  whether  general  or  local,  cease  to 
apply  to  it,  it  would  be  left  without  any  law  to  regnlate 
its  affairs.  That  could  not  have  been  intended  by  the 
Legislature. 

The  second  question  relates  to  the  mode  in  which  the 
sense  of  the  parish  was  taken  on  the  question  of  a  church 
rate.  If  we  could  see  our  way  to  the  conclusion  that 
there  was  any  objection  to  the  mode  in  which  the  sense 
of  the  parish  was  taken — that  it  was  taken  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  prevent  an  intermediate  question  being 
raised — the  mode  adopted  could  not  have  been  upheld ; 
but  this  was  clearly  an  afterthought  when  the  parties 
were  before  the  justices.  A  proposition  was  made  to 
the  vestry  meeting  for  a  church  rate  of  2dl  in  the 
pound,  certain  parishioners  objected  to  any  church  rate 
being  made,  and  sought  to  defeat  it :  in  such  a  case 
there  is  no  occasion  to  propose  an  amendment,  the 
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proposition  may  be  met  by  a  direct  negative  of  the  ori- 
gbal  motion ;  and  the  amendment  which  was  moved  was 
neither  more  nor  less  than  such  a  direct  negative.  No  in- 
termediate propo3ition  was  submitted^  for  instance,  that 
the  rate  shonld  be  of  less  than  2d»  in  the  pound.  The 
meeting  was  adjourned  for  the  simple  purpose  of  taking 
the  poll  on  the  original  motion  and  the  amendment, 
there  being  nothing  else  before  the  meeting :  the  sense 
of  the  parish  was  taken,  and  the  majority  was  in  favour 
of  affirming  the  rate.  No  objection  was  taken  at  the 
commencement  of  the  poll ;  though,  if  it  had  been,  I 
doubt  whether  it  would  not  have  been  then  too  late. 
According  to  the  general  practice,  all  the  propositions 
should  be  submitted  to  the  parishioners  before  they  go 
to  the  poll ;  and  it  would  be  highly  inconvenient  if,  in 
the  case  of  a  large  body  of  persons,  such  as  the  rated 
inhabitants  of  a  parish,  after  the  polling  had  taken  place 
upon  the  propositions  before  the  meeting,  any  person 
might  propose  a  fresh  amendment,  and  another  poll  should 
be  taken  upon  that,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum  :  the  business 
of  the  parish  could  not  practically  be  carried  on.  Even  if 
Aere  were  a  substantial  objection  to  the  rate,  and  it  had 
been  submitted  to  the  parishioners  before  the  poll  was 
taken,  the  rate  having  been  made,  I  doubt  if  it  would 
not  be  a  rate  de  facto,  which  any  parishioner  who 
thought  fit  to  do  so  could  only  question  by  appeal. 
The  justices  were  bound  to  issue  their  warrant,  as  we 
have  hdd  in  more  than  one  case,  since  supported  in 
the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  in'  the  case  of  this  very 
rate,  Ex  parte  May  (a). 


1868. 
The  QuESir 

V. 

R0BEBT8 
and  Others. 


WiGHTifAN  J.    The  only  point  on  whidi  I  have  felt 
any  doubt  has  been  as  to  the  mode  of  taking  the  poll.   But 

(tf)  2B.4'  8,  426. 
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the  wliole  course  of  proceeding  shews  that  the  only  oUier 
question  made  at  the  meeting  was  whether  there  should 
be  any  rate  at  all :  it  was  not  then^  nor  until  after  the 
poll  was  declared,  suggested  that  there  was  any  inta^ 
mediate  question  as  to  the  amount  of  the  rate.  If, 
after  that,  a  new  proposition  might  be  brought  forward, 
it  would  come  to  this,  that  amendment  after  amendment 
might  be  moved  ad  infinitum,  as  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
has  suggested,  and  no  rate  could  e?er  be  made. 


JWM 

1862.] 


Crompton  J.  I  entirely  agree,  and  particularly  with 
the  terms  in  which  the  Lord  Chief  Justice^has  stated 
the  proper  mode  of  taking  the  poll,  which  we^  approTed 
eleven  years  ago  in  Reg.  v.  The  Vicar  and  Churchwar' 
dene  of  Bamfnersnuih  (a). 


Blackburn  J.  concurred 


Bule  absolute. 


Feitry  meet- 

Amendment, 
Mode  of  put' 
ting  gueation. 
Scrutiny, 


(a)  A  report  of  this  case  is  suljoiiied,  in  the  oompDfttioii  of  vfaieb 
the  repoiten  have  had  the  asnstanoe  of  D,  Keane,  Esq. 

The  QxTSDf  againet  The  Vicar  and  Churchwardena  of  KiTmaiwMiTH. 

^HIS  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  Ticar  and  churchwardens  of  the 
parish  of  Hammeramith^  in  the  oonntj  of  Middlesex,  to  shew  cause 
why  a  mandamus  shonld  not  issue  commanding  them  to  sunmion  a 
Testry  for  the  purpose  of  detezmining  the  application  of  a  sum  of  money 
which  had  been  paid  by  The  Qrtat  Western  RaUwrnf  Company  in  com- 
pensation for  the  eztingmshment  of  commonable  rights  of  the  inhaiiitants 
of  Hammeremith  orer  port  of  a  common  called  Wormwood  Scru6$  in  thst 
parish,  which  had  been  taken  by  the  Company  in  execution  of  the  poweis 
of  their  special  Act»  6  &  6  TT.  4.  c.  crii.  By  sect.  17  of  that  Aet»  in  all 
cases  in  which  common  or  waste  land  charged  with  or  subject  to  any 
right  of  common  is  taken  in  execution  of  the  powets  of  the  Act,  the 
compensation  to  be  paid  for  the  exting^uishment  of  any  right  of  common 
is  to  be  receired  and  applied  for  such  general  public  purposes  within^the 
parish  as  a  Testzy  thereof  shall  direct. 

At  a  yestiy  meeting  duly  summoned  to  consider  and  determine  the 
purpose  to  which  this  money  should  be  applied,  a  proposition  was  mored 
and  seconded  that  it  should  be  applied  partly  to  a  district  church,  and 
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partly  to  almahoiues.  Th«renpon  an  amendment  was  moyed  and  seconded       fi  QgQ  1 

that  the  money  should  be  applied  to  almshouses  only.    The  vicar,  who 

vas  in  the  chair,  before  pnttmg  to  the  rote  either  the  original  motion  or     The  Qusnr 

the  amendment,  asked  whether  any  other  parishioner  wished  to  address        y{Z^  of 

the  meeting;    and  having  waited  some  time,  and  not  receiving  an       HAMMn- 

answer,  he  pnt  the  amendment,  which  on  a  show  of  hands  he  declared         smith, 

to  be  canied.    A  poll  was  then  demanded  and  granted.    At  the  polling, 

the  vicar,  as  chairman,  attended,  and  called  upon  the  parishioners  to 

TDte  for  the  district  church  and  almshouses,  or  for  the  almshouses  only. 

The  result  of  the  poll  was  in  favour  of  the  original  motion.    A  scrutiny 

VB8  then  demanded,  which  the  chairman  refused,  and  declared  that  the 

original  motion  was  canned  and  that  the  vestry  meeting  wasat  an  end. 

Another  amendment  was  proposed,  that  the  money  be  applied  to  baths 

sad  washhouses,  but  the  chairman  reAised  to  put  it,  on  the  ground  that 

the  Tsstiy  meeting  was  at  end,  and  that  this  amendment  should  have 

been  proposed  at  the  first  meeting. 

C.  dark  and  Sane$  shewed  cause. 

Keane,  Poikley  and  Lush,  oontriL — ^First  The  two  propositions  involved 
in  the  original  motion  and  the  amendment  were  improperly  mixed  up 
together.  Secondly.  No  opportunity  was  aiforded  for  taking  the  sense 
of  the  parish  as  to  the  proposition  for  applying  the  money  to  baths  and 
wuhhoiises.  Thirdly.  The  parties  dissatisfied  with  the  result  of  the 
polling  were  entitled  to  a  scrutiny.  In  Faulkner  v.  Elffer  (4  B,  4"  ^• 
449)  it  was  the  inclination  of  the  opinion  of  ike  Court  that,  where  the 
election  of  a  perpetual  curate  was  in  the  parishioners,  it  was  illegal  to 
take  the  votes  by  ballot,  because  that  mode  of  taking  them  prevented 
ascmtiny.  And  in  Edmborouffh  v.  The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  (2  Buee, 
93. 106, 109),  Lord  EUdon,  for  the  same  reason,  held  the  [election  of  a 
riaur  by  parishioners  by  ballot  void,  at  least  in  general.  [Coleridge  J. 
Who  are  to  be  the  scrutineers  ?]  The  parishioners  would  be  entitled  to 
elect  scrutineers.  [Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  Before  the  Reform  Act,  2  &  3 
W.  4.  c.  46.,  which  by  sect  68  prohibited  a  scrutiny  by  or  before  the 
ntmning  ofllcer,  he  granted  one  in  his  discretion :  he  was  not  bound  to 

do  80.] 

Lord  Campbbix  C.  J.  The  vicar  appears  to  me  to  have  acted  with 
peifectpropriety  in  receiving  and  putting  propositions  to  the  meeting, 
aod  to  have  given  the  parishioners  an  ample  opportunity  for  expressing 
their  aense  as  to  the  application  of  the  fund  in  question.  He  did  not,  as 
&e  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Commons  would  have  done,  state  the  original 
motion  and  the  amendment,  and  then  put  the  question  "  that  the  words 
proposed  to  be  left  out^"  (that  is,  so  much  of  the  original  motion  as  was 
ioooDsistent  with  the  amendment),  "  do  stand  part  of  the  question,*'  a 
mods  of  proceeding  which  probably  would  not  have  been  very  intelligible 
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ri852  1        to  the  nujority  of  the  paruhionen.    But,  fiom  the  mj  in  vfakh  he 

'         pat  the  propoeitionB,  those  present  at  the  meeting  must  haye  doariy 

TheQusEii      nnderatood  what  they  were  to  decide ;  and  that  by  the  modon  was  messt 
y.  T*    ^        **  district  chnzch  and  ahnshonses,"  and  by  the  amendment  '*  ahnshoizses" 
Hammb£-       ^^7'    ^en  he  a£R>rded  an  oppoitonity  of  making  any  olher  proposi- 
8XITH.         tion,  bat  none  was  made;  and  I  think  he  waa  entitled  to  ooachide,  u 
the  iact  appears  to  have  been,  that  the  pariahioners  had  agreed  that 
the  fond  shonld  be  applied  to  one  of  the  two  pozpoees  expressed  by 
the  motion  and  the  amendment ;  and  that  the  only  qaestioa  to  be  sab- 
mitted  to  the  decision  of  the  parishioners  was,  which  of  those  proposi- 
tions shoold  be  preferred.    After  the  result  of  the  poll  was  made  knom, 
the  basinees  of  the  Testzy  was  oyer ;  and  when  the  yiear,  on  being  called 
on  to  put  a  third  proposition  to  the  parishionen,  ie|died  that  the  yvdxj 
meeting  was  at  an  end,  he  acted  legally  and  discreetly. 

As  to  the  right  of  any  voter  to  insist  on  a  servtiny  in  req>ect  of  eyeiy 
proposition  submitted  to  the  determination  of  a  parish  Testiy,  the  only 
authorities  cited  were  Faulkner  t.  El^er  {2  B,  ^  C.  449),  and  Edth- 
borough  y.  The  Archbishop  of  Canterbu/ry  (2  Buss,  d3X  in  which  it  was 
said  that  taking  the  yotes  by  ballot  was  bad,  because  that  mode  of  rodog 
prevented  a  scrutiny.  A  scrutiny  is  a  fiurther  inquiry  for  the  pmpose  of 
ascertaining  whether  the  persons  admitted  te  vote  had  a  right  to  vote  or 
not.  And  in  some  cases  the  votes  must  be  so  taken  that  the  Comt  or 
other  authority  which  has  to  decide  on  the  validity  cf  the  proceedings 
may  be  able  to  institute  that  Airther  inqaiiy.  In  Rtg.  y.  Ji>fry(18 
Q.  B,  576),  an  inquiry  into  the  validity  of  the  voting  papere  at  an  elee- 
tion  of  borough  coandUon  undw  stat  6  &  6  ^.  4.  e.  76.,  took  place  at 
nisi  prius,  and  afberwaxds,  on  certain  questions  of  law,  in  this  Comt;  and 
if  the  votes  had  been  taken  by  ballot,  that  acratiny  eonld  not  haye  been 
had.  And  in  the  meetings  of  parish  vestries,  there  may  be  drcomstaoces 
in  which  justice  would  require  that  a  scrutiny  should  take  place,  and 
when  that  is  made  oat,  the  voter  may  have  a  right  to  demand  a  scrutiiif. 
But  there  is  no  authority  which  recognises  the  right  to  a  soratiny  m  eyeiy 
case  in  proceedings  at  a  vestry. 

Coijuunov  J.  The  sense  of  the  paiishionere  npon  the  question  sub- 
mitted to  them  must  be  fairly  taken :  and  that  I  think  was  done  by  th« 
mode  in  which  the  vicar  put  the  motion  and  the  amendment. 

Eblb  J.  The  proceedings  of  vestry  meetings  on  such  occasions  as 
these  are  not  governed  by  strict  formalities.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  sense 
of  the  parishioners  as  to  the  application  of  the  money  was  fuily  taken, 
as  I  think  it  was  in  the  present  case ;  and  the  affidavits  shew  that  their 
intention  has  been  carried  out. 

Crompton  J.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costf. 
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The  Clerk  of  the    Peace  for   the   County  of  Wednudiw, 

SoMBBSET,    appellant,   The   Overseers  of  the    ^^^ 

Poor  of  the  Parish  of  Shipham,  respondents.   aS^^^" 

Scotch  hus' 
band, 
A  Scotchman,  who  had  no  settlement  in  Enaland,  married  an  English-    iq  j.  yj  y^^^ 
woman.   While  thej  resided  together  in  an  English  parish,  she  was  sent  c.  97. 
as  a  lunatic  pauper  to  a  lunatic  asylum  bj  order  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,   8  4*  9  Viet, 
under  Stat.  16  &  17  Vict,  c,  97.    Held  that,  notwithstanding  the  provi-   c,  117. 
sions  of  Stat  8  &  9  Vict,  e,  117.  relative  to  the  removal  of  Scotch  paupen 
and  their  families  to  their  own  country,  the  expenses  of  her  removal  to 
the  asylum  and  her  maintenance  there  should  be  chained  to  the  oountj, 
and  not  to  the  parish  where  the  husband  and  wife  resided  (a). 

r^ASE  stated  by  justices  of  the  peace^  under  20  &  21 
Vict  e.  43. 
At  a  Petty  Sessions  holden  for  the  division  of  Ax- 
bridge,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  a  complaint  of  the 
overseers  of  the  parish  of  Shipham,  in  that  county, 
against  the  derk  of  the  peace  for  the  same,  under 
16  &  17  Vict  c.  97.  s.  98.,  charging  that,  on  the 
9th  October,  1861,  Martha  Ray,  the  wife  of  Thomas 
Ray,  a  Scotchman  bom,  who  had  not  acquired  any 
settlement  in  England,  and  with  whom  she  was  then 
residing  in  the  respondents*  parish,  became  lunatic,  and 
was  sent,  by  order  oi  a  magistrate,  to  the  county  lunatic 
asylum,  at  WeUs,  in  that  county,  as  a  lunatic  pauper,  at 
the  charge  of  the  respondents'  parish,  being  the  parish  in 
which  the  lunatic  was  found,  and  that  such  lunatic  pauper 
was  properly  chargeable  to  the  appellant's  county,  was 
heard  and  determined,  and  the  pauper  lunatic  was  ad- 

(a)  See  now  sUts.  24  &  25  Vict,  c.  76.  and  26  &  27  Vict,  e,  89. 
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18^.       judged  by  the  jostices  to  be  chargeable  to  the  appdlanf  8 

ClflrkofPMUie  CO^mty. 

°^  ■bimT"'  ^®  lunatic  pauper  was  rending  with  her  husband 
OreisMnof  ^  *^®  respondents'  parish  at  the  time  she  was  found 
Sbipbam.  h  lunatic^  and  was  sent,  by  the  order  of  a  magi»- 
trate^  to  the  county  lunatic  asylnm,  at  fFeUs,  in  the 
said  county,  at  the  charge  of  the  respondents'  parish, 
and  a  cost  of  4/.  7#.  id,  had  been  incurred  by  the  said 
last  mentioned  parish  in  the  apprehension  and  removal 
of  her  to  the  asylum,  and  her  maintenance  therein. 
JTunnas  Ray  was  bom  in  ScoihmL  His  father  and 
mother  were  both  dead.  They  died  in  Scotland^  and 
had  never  hved  out  of  Scotland  within  ITunnas  Baj^s 
recollection.  He  left  his  fiither  and  mother,  and  enlisted 
as  a  soldier,  when  about  eighteen  years  of  age,  and  had 
never  gained  a  settlement  in  his  own  right  In  Novem- 
ber, 1849,  he  married  lus  said  wife  Martha^  then  Martha 
Maebride,  at  the  parish  church  o{  Newton  NoHbege,  in  the 
county  of  Glamorgan, 

Upon  the  above  fiicts  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of 
the  appdhmt,  that  the  justices  were  not  authorised  to 
make  an  order  adjudicating  the  pauper  to  be  chargeable 
to  the  appellant's  county,  and  directing  the  county  trea- 
surer to  pay  the  expenses  incurred,  and  the  costs  of 
and  attending  the  hearing  of  the  complaint,  and  the 
adjudication  thereon,  under  the  98th  section  of  stat. 
16  &  17  Vict.  e.  97.,  inasmuch  as  that  section  extended 
only  to  cases  where  the  settlement  of  the  pauper  lunatic 
could  not  be  ascertained ;  whereas  it  was  ascertained  by 
the  evidence  before  the  justices  that  the  pauper  was 
bom  and  settled  in  Scotland,  to  which  place  he  and  his 
wife  and  fiimily  were  removable  in  pursuance  of  stat. 
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of  SOM BB0IT- 

■HIRI 

▼. 

Overseen  of 
Shipbam. 


8  &  9  Vict  c.  117.  #.  2.,  and  therefore  tlie  98th  section        1868. 
of  the  first  mentioned  statute  did  not  apply  to  such  a  cHerkofPeiwe 
case. 

The  justices,  howeyer,  were  of  opinion  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  relieve  individual 
parishes  from  the  hurthen  of  the  maintenance  of  all 
pauper  lunatics,  whether  Scotch  bom  or  otherwise,  not 
having  any  legal  settlement  in  the  parishes  respectively 
where  found,  or  any  ascertainable  legal  place  of  settle- 
ment ekewhere  in  Eryland  or  Wales,  and  to  transfer 
the  charge  of  maintenance  to  their  respective  counties. 
That  the  98th  section  of  the  statute  above  referred  to, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  97th  section  of  the  same 
statute,  was  intended  to  comprise  all  cases  not  provided 
for  by  the  last  mentioned  section.  And  that  the  expres- 
sion in  the  98th  section,  when  ''it  cannot  be  ascertained 
in  what  parish  such  pauper  lunatic  is  settled,''  includes 
a  case  in  which  it  is  ascertained  that  the  pauper  has  no 
settlement  in  any  parish  in  England  or  Wales  (to  which 
portions  alone  of  the  United  Kingdom  the  statute  is 
declared  to  apply). 

They  therefore  adjudged  the  pauper  lunatic  to  be 
chargeable  to  the  appellant's  county,  and  made  an  order 
upon  the  county  treasurer  for  payment  of  the  sum  of 
4}.  7«.  4cf.,  being  the  amount  of  the  expenses  incurred, 
together  with  the  sum  of  \h  7s.  6d.,  being  the  costs  of 
and  attending  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  and  the 
adjudication  thereon. 

The  question  for '  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
whether  or  not  the  case  of  this  pauper  was  within  the 
98th  section  of  stat.  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97.,  and  she  was 
properly  adjudged  to  be  chargeable  to  the  appellant's 
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1868.       conntj.  Ifproperly  bo  adjudged^  then  the  order  to  be  oon- 
CleA  of  Peace  ^^Q^^ ;  ^ut  if  otherwise,  then  the  order  to  be  qnadied. 
^^^8R^^'       This  case  depended  on  the  construction  of  the  fbl- 
OrePB^PB  of    ^^^"^8  sections  of  stats.  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97.  and  8  &  9 
SHiPHijc.      Vict.  c.  117. 

16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97.  M.  67.  empowers  justices  of  the 
peace  to  make  orders  for  sending  pauper  lunatics  to 
lunatic  asylums  on  the  application  of  the  ofScers  of  the 
parish  where  th^  are  resLdent5  and,  by  sect.  68,  similar 
powers  are  given  to  them  when  the  lunatic  is  found 
wandering  &c 

Sect.  95.  ''When  any  pauper  lunatic  is  confined 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  he  shall,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  Act,  be  chargeable  to  the  parish  fiom  which, 
at  the  instance  of  some  officer  or  officiating  clergyman 
of  which,  be  has  heea  sent,  unless  and  until  such  parish 
shall  have  established,  under  the  provisions  herein  con- 
tained, that  such  lunatic  is  settied  in  some  other  parish, 
or  that  it  cannot  be  ascertained  in  what  parish  such 
lunatic  is  settled;  and  every  pauper  lunatic  who  is 
chargeable  to  any  parish  shall,  whilst  he  resides  in  an 
asylum,  registered  hospital,  or  licensed  house,  be  deemed 
for  the  purposes  of  his  settlement  to  be  residing  in  the 
parish  to  which  he  is  chargeable.^' 

Sect  96.  The  justioes  of  the  peace  are  empowered  to 
make  orders  upon  the  officers  of  unions  and  parishes  for 
the  maintenance  of  lunatics  confined  in  an  asyliun. 

Sect.  97.  Two  justices  may  inquire  into  and  adjudge 
the  settiement  of  a  lunatic  confined  in  an  aqrlum,  and 
order  payment  of  the  expenses  of  examination  of  such 
lunatic  and  bringing  him  before  them,  and  his  convey- 
ance to  the  asylum,  and  maintenance  &c.  there. 
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Sect  98.  ^*  If  any  pauper  lunatic  be  not  settled  in  the  1868. 
parish  by  which  &c.  he  is  sent  to  any  asylum,  registered  cierk  of  Peace 
hospital,  or  licensed  house,  and  it  cannot  be  ascertained  ^^^^^^"^ 
in  what  parish  such  pauper  lunatic  is  settled,  and  if  a  q^^^„  ^ 
relieving  officer  of  such  first  mentioned  parish,  or  of  the  Shipham. 
union  in  which  the  same  is  situate,  or  the  overseers  of 
such  first  mentioned  parish,  shall  give  ten  days'  notice 
to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  county  in  which  such 
lunatic  was  found  to  appear  for  such  county  before  two 
justices  thereof,  at  a  time  and  place  to  be  appointed  in 
such  notice,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  two  justices,  or 
any  two  or  more  justices  of  such  coimty,  upon  the 
appearance  of  such  derk  of  the  peace,  or  any  one  on  his 
behalf,  or,  in  case  of  his  non-appearance,  upon  proof  of 
his  having  been  served  with  such  notice,  to  inquire  into 
the  drcumstances  of  the  case,  and  to  adjudge  such 
pauper  lunatic  to  be  chargeable  to  such  county,  and  to 
order  the  treasurer  of  such  county  to  pay  to  the  guardians 
of  any  union  or  parish  or  the  overseers  of  any  parish  all 
expenses  incurred  by  or  on  behalf  of  such  union  or  parish 
in  or  about  the  examination  of  such  lunatic,  and  the 
bringing  him  before  a  justice  or  justices,  and  his  con- 
veyance to  the  asylimi,  hospital,  or  house,  and  all  monies 
paid  by  such  guardians  or  overseers  to  the  treasurer, 
officer,  or  proprietor  of  the  asylum,  hospital,  or  house, 
for  the  lodging,  maintenance,  medicine,  clothing,  and  care 
of  such  limatic,  and  incurred  within  twelve  calendar 
months  previous  to  the  date  of  such  order,  and  (if  such 
lunatic  is  still  in  confinement)  also  to  pay  to  the  trea- 
surer, &c,  the  reasonable  charges  of  the  future  lodging, 
&c.  of  such  lunatic ;  &c. :  Provided  always,  that  such 
justices  may  direct  such  inquiry  to  be  made  to  ascertain 
the  parish  in  which  any  pauper  lunatic  is  settled  as  they 
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1863.        tlunk  fit^  and  delay  adjudging  such  panper  lunatic  to  be 

Clerk  of  Peace  chargeable  to  any  county  until  such  further  inquiiy  has 

^^^Mil"""  ^^^^  made:  Provided  also,  that  every  county  to  which 

^     ^-  any  pauper  lunatic  is  adjudged  to  be  chargeable  as  afore- 

Shiphax.     said  may  at  any  time  thereafter  inquire  as  to  the  parish 

in  which  such  lunatic  is  settled,  and  may  procure  sach 

lunatic  to  be  adjudged  to  be  settled  in  any  parisL'' 

Sect.  104.  If  it  appears  that  the  lunatic  has  pro- 
perty applicable  to  his  maintenance,  and  more  than 
sufficient  to  maintain  his  fiimily,  if  any,  the  justices  may 
render  it  available  for  his  maintenance. 

Sect.  135.  The  Act  shall  extend  only  to  England  and 
Wales. 

Stat  8  &  9  Vict  c  117.,  to  amend  the  laws  relating  to 
the  removal  of  Scotch,  Irish,  &c  poor. 

Sect.  2.  "  If  any  person  bom  in  Scotland  or  Ireland, 
or  in  The  Isle  of  Man,  or  Scilfy,  or  Jersey,  or  Guernsey, 
not  settled  in  England,  become  chargeable  to  any  parish 
in  England  by  reason  of  relief  given  to  himself  or  her- 
self, or  to  his  wife,  or  to  any  Intimate  or  bastard  child, 
such  person,  his  wife,  and  any  child  so  chargeable,  shall 
be  liable  to  be  removed  respectively  to  Scotland,  Irebnd, 
The  Isle  of  Man,  Scilly,  Jersey  or  Guernsey  ;  and  if  the 
guardians  of  such  parish,  or  of  any  union  in  which  the 
same  may  be  comprised,  or,  where  there  are  no  such 
guardians,  if  the  overseers  of  such  parish,  complain 
thereof  to  any  one  justice  of  the  peace,  such  justice 
may,  if  such  person  do  not  attend  voluntarily,  summon 
him  to  come  before  any  two  justices  of  the  peace,  at 
any  time  and  place  to  be  named  in  the  summons ;  and 
at  such  time  and  place,  or  on  the  attendance  of  such 
person,  any  two  justices  may  hear  and  examine  into  the 
matter  of  such  complaint,  and  if  it  be  made  to  appear 
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to  their  satisfSu^on  that  such  person  is  liable  to  be  so       1863. 
removed  as  aforesaid,  and  if  ibey  see  fit,  tbey  may  make  clerk  of  Peace 
and  issue  a  warrant  under  their  bands  and  seals  to  remove  ^^^^"m" 
such  person  forthwith  at  the  expense  of  such  union  or    q^^^q„  ^f 
parish.^'  Shipuam. 

By  sect  7,  The  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act,  4  &  6 
Wi4.e,  76.,  and  all  Acts  to  amend  and  extend  the  same, 
and  the  present  Act,  except  so  far  as  the  provisions  of 
any  former  Act  are  altered,  amended,  or  repealed  by  any 
subsequent  Act,  shall  be  construed  as  one  Act. 

The  case  was  argued  on  January  1 7th  and  January  21st, 
and  judgment  was  delivered  on  the  latter  day. 

WeUby^  for  the  respondents. — The  Lunatic  Asylums 
Act,  1853,  Stat.  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97.,  for  the  removal  of 
pauper  lunatics  to  asylums  &c.  applies  to  all  English 
paupers,  and  when  such  paupers  are  sent  to  an  asylum, 
justices  of  the  peace  are  to  make  orders  for  their  main- 
ttoanoe  while  there.  When  a  pauper's  place  of  settle- 
ment can  be  ascertained  the  order  for  maintenance  must 
be  made  on  that  place,  otherwise  it  must  be  made  on 
the  county.  The  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  117.,  and  other  Acts  for 
the  removal  of  Scotch,  Irish,  &c.  paupers  to  their  own 
country,  relate  only  to  paupers  who  become  chargeable 
in  England  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  have  no  application 
to  expenses  incurred  by  parishes  with  respect  to  pauper 
hmatics. 

Kinglahe  Serjt.  {Poulden  with  him),  for  the  appellant. — 
Stat.  16  &  17  Vict.  e.  97.  applies  solely  to  English  paupers, 
and  does  not  interfere  in  any  way  with  the  provisions 
of  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  e.  117.,  which  provides  for  the 
removal  of  Scotch,  Irish,  &c.  paupers  to  their  own  country, 

VOL.   III.  2  m  b.  &  s. 
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1863.  and  is,  in  substance^  a  renewal  of  several  former  Acts  oa 
Clerk  of  Peace  that  subject.  It  would  be  agrieTance  if  EngKik  counties 
were  burdened  with  the  expense  of  the  lunatic  mem- 
bers of  a  fiunily  whose  head^  being  Scotch  or  Irish,  has 
no  settlement  in  Englandy  and  ought,  with  his  family,  to 
be  removed  to  his  own  county  under  the  latter  statute. 
[Wightman  J.  Suppose  the  husband  had  an  English 
settlement,  and  had  become  chargeable,  on  account  of 
his  wife,  as  he  has  become  here,  could  they  both  be 
removed  to  his  place  of  settlement  ?]  Yes,  [  Cratnptan  J. 
It  would  be  a  strong  measure  to  remove  the  husband.  As 
to  paupers,  any  person  relieved  by  the  parish,  though  it 
be  but  once,  and  even  if  a  foreigner,  is  a  pauper.]  In 
Rex  V.  7%«  Inhabitants  of  Leeds  (a),  it  was  held,  under 
59  Cr.  3.  c.  12.,  the  statute  then  in  force  on  the  subject 
of  the  removal  of  Scotch  and  Irish  paupers,  that  the  wife 
and  unemancipated  children  of  a  Scotchman  who  had 
not  acquired  any  settlement  in  England  must,  if  charge- 
able, be  sent  with  a  pass  along  with  the  husband  to  Scot- 
land,  and  could  not  be  removed  to  the  maiden  settlement 
of  the  wife ;  and  Baylejf  J.  there  says,  p.  501 :  '^  It  is 
against  public  policy  and  good  morals,  to  permit  the 
separation  of  husband  and  wife,  even  with  their  consent.'' 
In  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Mile  Ertd  Old  Town  (6) 
where  a  female  pauper,  bom  in  England  of  Irish  parents 
without  settlement,  and  who  had  not  herself  gained  a 
settlement,  became  chargeable  to  a  parish  in  England 
while  she  resided  with  her  father  as  part  of  his  family,  it 
was  held  that  she  was  removeable  ix)  Ireland,  as  stat.  4  &  5 
IV.  4.  c.  76.  was  inapplicable.  Stai  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  117.  s.  7. 
incorporates  that  statute  with  itself  in  order  to  get  rid 
of  the  effect  of  that  decision.  In  Rifg.  v.  7%6  Inhabitants 
(a)  4  A  #  ^  4d8.  (b)  AA,fE.  196. 
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of  Great  ClacUm  (a)  a  child  of  Iruh  parents  without        ^^3^ 

aettlementy  whoee  mother  afterwarda  married  a  person  p-  ,    .p 

who  had  a  settlement,   was  held  removeable  to  the   ofSoMERSKT- 

8BIRB 
place  of  its  birth^  as  the  case  did  not  come  within  t. 

Stat.  59  G.  3.  c.  12.     In  Reg.  y.  The  Inhabitants  of  All      SbTphTil 

Saints,  Derbg  {b\  decided  under  stat  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  117., 

where  children,  under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  bom  in 

England  of  Lritk  parents,  having  been  deserted  by  their 

fiither,  and  their  mother  having  died,  became  chargeable, 

they  were  held  removeable  to  the  parish  of  their  birth. 

[He  also  cited  Reg.  v.  The  InhabitanU  of  St  Giles  with-^ 

4iU  Cripplegaie  (e)  and  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Bams* 

leg{i):\     In  Reg.  v.  The  Clerk  of  the  Peace  finr  Middle^ 

sex{e)  Coleridge  3.  says,  p.  537  : — *'  An  Englishman  must 

have  some  settlement,  though  the  precise  settlement 

may  not  be  known.     An  Irishman  or  a  Scotchman  has 

bis  country  for  a  settlement,  for  he  is  removeable  thither. 

A  Frenchman  or  Italian  may  have  no  settlement.''     In 

Reg.  V.  The  InhabitanU  of  New  Church  (/),  where  the 

duld  of  an  Irishman  and  his  wife  an  Englishwoman, 

neither  of  whom  had  a  settlement,  was  removed,  under 

stat  16  &  17  Viet.  c.  97.,  to  an  asylum  as  a  pauper  lunatic, 

being  then  unemancipated  and  living  with  his  parents, 

it  was  held  that  the  order  for  his  maintenance  should 

be  on  the  parish  of  his  burth,  and  not  on  the  county. 

fVelsby  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

WioHTMAN  J.    The  wife  of  a  pauper,  bom  in  Scotland, 


ia^  SB.^A.  410.  (b)  14  Q.  B.  207. 

(c)  17  ft  S,  836.     .  (d)  12  ft  B.  193. 

(e)  l^JuBt.  Peaa,  63ft.  (J)  3  A  #  8. 107. 
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1863.       became  lunatic,  and  was,  under  stat.  16  &  17  Vkt.  c  97. 

Clerk  of  Peace  '•  67.,  sent,  in  a  manner  apparently  regolar  in  point  of 

°^^^hir""'  ^^^^s  to  *  lunatic  asylum  at  the  expense  of  the  parish 

Overseem  of    ^^®'®  ^^^  *"^  ^®'  husband  resided.    The  husband  was 

Shipbam.     210  further  chargeable  to  the  parish  than  in  respect  of 

the  expense  of  sending  her  to  the  asylum  and  keeping 

her  there.    Under  these  circumstances,  by  whom  are 

those  expenses  to  be  defrayed  ?    The  justices  thought 

that  they  should  be  a  charge  on  the  county,  and  the 

question  is,  were  they  right  ? 

By  several  statutes,  the  most  important  of  which  is 
8  &  9  VicL  c,  117.,  paupers  bom  in  SaMand^  having  do 
settlement  here,  are  to  be  removed  to  the  country  of 
their  birth.  Stat  16  &  17  Vict.  e.  97.  applies  to  pauper 
lunatics  in  general,  but  this  stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c.  117.  is 
relied  on  as  distinguishing  the  present  case  from  those 
under  its  operation.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  and  I 
understand  my  brother  Kinglake  to  concede,  that,  if  the 
settlement  of  the  husband  in  England  had  been  dis- 
covered, still  the  lunatic  wife  must  have  remained  where 
she  was.  For  obvious  reasons,  it  is  inexpedient  that 
pauper  lunatics  should  be  sent  about  the  country  to  seek 
a  settlement,  and  this,  perhaps,  even  to  places  where 
there  are  no  lunatic  asylums.  I  therefore  assume  that 
it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  stat.  16  &  17 
Vict  c.  97.  that  a  person  regularly  sent  to  an  asylum 
in  the  first  instance  was  to  remain  there  with  no  provi- 
sion as  to  who  was  to  bear  the  expenses.  It  appears 
to  me  that  this  case  is  provided  for  by  that  statute. 
Sect  67,  under  which  the  lunatic  was  sent  to  the 
asylum,  is  general  in  its  terms :  ''Every  medical  officer 
of  a  parish  or  union  who  shall  have  knowledge  that 
any  pauper  resident  in  such  parish,  or  in  any  parish 


XXVL  VICTORIA.  517 

within  the  district  of  such  medical  officer^  is  or  is       1863. 
deemed  to  be  a  lunatic^  and  a  proper  person  to  be  aerk  of  Peace 
sent  to  an  asylum,  shall  within  three  days  after  ob-   ^^^^^ikr^  I 

taining  such  knowledge  give  notice  thereof  in  writing    ryy   ^'      f  ! 

to  a  relieving  officer  of  such  parish,  &c./'  and  shall  then      Shipham. 
take  certain  steps.    All  that  was  regularly  done  in  this  ' 

case,  without  any  inquiry,  or  necessity  for  inquiry,  as  to 
the  place  where  the  husband  was  settled.  In  the  first 
instance  it  is  sufficient  if  the  poor  person  is  a  lunatic ; 
he  is  to  be  sent  to  the  asylum  at  the  expense  of 
the  parish  ;  and  then  arises  the  question  of  future 
expenses.  That  introduces  the  9Bth  section :—  "  When 
any  pauper  lunatic  is  confined  under  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  he  shall,  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  be  charge- 
able to  the  parish  from  which,  or  at  the  instance  of  some 
officer  or  officiating  clergyman  of  which,  he  has  been 
sent,  unless  and  until  such  parish  shall  have  established, 
imder  the  provisions  herein  contained,  that  such  lunatic 
is  settled  in  some  other  parish,  or  that  it  cannot  be  ascer- 
tained in  what  parish  such  lunatic  is  settled/'  Putting 
ft  reasonable  construction  on  these  words,  it  appears  to 
me  that  this  case  comes  within  the  latter  part  of  the 
clause,  for  it  cannot  be  ascertained  where  the  pauper  is 
settled  in  England,  since  ex  concessis  the  husband  is  not 
settled  there.  Then  comes  sect.  98 : — ''  If  any  pauper 
lunatic  be  not  settled  in  the  parish  by  which,  &a,  he  is 
sent  to  any  asylum,  &c.,  and  it  cannot  be  ascertained  in 
what  parish  such  pauper  lunatic  is  settled  &c.,''  the  pauper 
lunatic  is  not  to  be  removed  from  the  asylum,  but  is  to 
remain  there ;  and  at  whose  expense  ?  It  appears  to  me, 
at  the  expense  of  the  county. 

The  justices  at  petty  Sessions  were  therefore  rightj 
and  their  order  must  be  confirmed. 
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1868.  Cbompton  J.    This  case  seems  to  me  to  come  witbin 

Clerk  of  Peace  *^*^*  ^^^  ^J  ■^'*  ^^*y^ — ^where  the  place  of  setdement 
of  SwiKRSKT.  Qf  the  pauper  cannot  be  ascertained.    By  sect.  95  of 

^     ▼•      ,   stat  16  &  17  Vict  c.  97.,  when  a  pauper  lunatic  (not 
DTeiseeiBof  ^     m^ 

Shipsam.     having  property,  as  provided  for  by  a  subsequent  danse) 

is  confined  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  he  shall,  in 
the  first  instance,  be  chargeable  to  the  parish  fit>m  which 
he  was  sent.  By  sect.  97,  the  parish  of  his  setUement 
is  to  be  ascertained,  and  his  expenses  are  to  be  charged 
to  that  parish ;  and  by  sect  98,  if  that  parish  cannot 
be  ascertained,  they  are  to  be  charged  to  the  oonnly. 
My  strong  opinion  is  that  these  three  sections  were 
intended  to  apply  to  all  cases  of  pauper  lunatics ;  and 
that  it  cannot  have  been  intended  that  in  a  third 
class  of  cases,  to  which  perhaps  my  brother  Kinglaht 
would  say  the  present  belongs,  these  expenses  should 
be  imposed  on  the  parish  by  which  the  lunatic  was 
sent  to  the  asylum.  Certainly  the  expressions  in  these 
sections  are  not  exactly  correlative  :  the  person  drawing 
the  statute  thought  it  finer  to  vary  the  phraseolc^. 
It  seems  to  me,  however,  that  what  the  L^islatare 
really  mean  is  that,  if  Hie  pauper  is  shewn  to  be 
settled  in  a  parish,  the  expenses  are  to  be  chaiged  to 
that  parish  (that  is  one  alternative),  and  that,  if  it  can- 
not be  shewn  that  he  is  settled  in  any  particular  parish, 
they  are  to  be  charged  to  the  county  (ihat  is  the  other 
alternative) :  but  they  have  not  used  the  fit  words 
to  express  their  meaning.  I  cannot  think  it  was 
intended  to  leave  all  foreign  lunatics  on  the  pariish 
where  they  are  found.  It  is  not  a  proper  phrase  to  say 
that  paupers  are  not  to  be  sent  to  a  lunatic  asylum 
under  this  Act  because  they  are  not  English  paupers, 
—foreigners  are  treated  as  paupers  for  the  purpose  of 
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being  sent  there.    The  pauper  is,  therefore,  to  be  charge-        1 963. 
able,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  parish  in  which  he  is  dprk  of  Peace 
found,  and,  if  you  cannot  ascertain  where  his   settle-   ^^^l^j^i^^' 
ment  is,  and,  by  a  liberal  construction  of  the  statute,    ^     ^'     ^^ 
that  must  include  cases  where  he  has  not  any  settlement     Shipham. 
and  therefore  it  cannot  be  ascertained,  the  expenses  are 
to  be  charged  on  the  county,  which  is  better  able  to 
bear  them  than  the  parish.     It  is  surely  not  necessary  to 
send  lunatics  and  lunatic  wives  abroad — out  of  the  king- 
dom where  the  parties  are  foreigners — to  Scotland  or 
Ireland,  where  the  parties  are  Scotch  or  Irish. 

Mellob  J.  Unless  my  brother  Kingloke  shews  that 
this  pauper  was  improperly  sent  to  tl^  lunatic  asylum, 
and  that  she  and  her  husband  ought  to  be  removed  to 
Scotland,  his  argument  fails.  But  I  think  she  was 
properly  sent  to  the  asylum.  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict,  c.  117. 
assumes  that  the  paupers  to  whom  it  refers  have  be- 
come chargable^  to  a  parish  in  England,  and,  by 
the  interpretation  dauae  (sect.  132)  of  16  &  17  Vict. 
c.  d7.,  "  pauper"  ia  defined  to  mean  '*  every  person  main- 
tained wholly  or  in  part  by  or  diargeaUe  to  any  parish^ 
uuon,  or  county.''  It  must  therefore  be  taken  that  the 
lunatic  was  a  pauper  eha^eable  to  this  parish.  She 
IS,  it  is  true,  the  wife  of  a  Scotchnutn,  but,  when  it 
i^peart  that  she  was  properly  sent  to  the  asylum,  much 
difficulty  IB  removed.  For,  although  the  words  of  tlus 
statute  do  not  define  its  meaning  so  clearly  as  if  the 
person  drawing  it  had  before  his  mind  the  Scotch  and 
Irish  &a  Poor  Bemoval  Acts,  still  the  95th  section  says 
the  pauper  shall  be  sent  to  the  lunatic  asylum,  and 
paid  for  by  the  parish  by  which  he  was  sent  there. 


520 


HILARY  TERM. 


1863.       unku  and  wM  the  place  of  his  settlenient  can  be  aace^ 

CkrkofPMee  tained,  in  wUch  event  the  liabilily  shifts  to  that  pLaoe. 

"^^S""  Beading  these  sections  together,  this  appears  to  me  the 

^^^^^^j^^  ^   senfliUe  constroction  of  the  language  of  the  Legislature 

BaiFHAM.  Order  confirmed. 


Jimaiary  20k1l 

tpu'/io. 
Measwrtof 


Attack  against  Bramwell. 


A  dAclftiBtion  tlleged  that  the  defendant  broke  and  entered  a  dvelliBg 
house  of  the  plaintiff,  eeiied  diTen  goods  and  chattels^  earned  them 
awmr,  and  conTerted  them  to  his  own  nae.  Plea,  not  eoUty  by  itat  11 
<r.  2.  c.  19.  «.  21.  The  defendant,  who  was  landlord  to  the  plaintiff  from 
whom  rent  was  due  to  him,  had,  in  order  to  make  a  difltieos^  entered  oa 
the  plaintiflTs  premises  bj  forcibly  breaking  in  a  window,  and  seized 
and  sold  his  |[oods :  held, 

1.  That  this  mode  of  entiy  on  the  premises  being  unlawful  in  itself 
rendered  the  defendant  a  trespasser  ab  initio. 

2.  That  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  reooTer  the  foil  valae  of  the  goods, 
.sod  not  that  Talue  minus  the  sum  due  for  rent 


^HE  first  oonnt  of  the  declaration  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff  held  a  messuage  and  premises  as  tenant  to 
the  defendant^  and  that  the  defendant  made  a  distress 
in  them,  and  sold  the  goods  seized,  no  rent  being  due. 

The  second  was  fior  making  a  similar  distress  for  a 
larger  amount  of  rent  than  was  due. 

The  third  allied  that  the  defendant  broke  and  entered 
a  dweUing  hotise  of  the  plainti£F,  and  seixed  diyers  goods 
and  chattels,  and  carried  them  away,  and  converted  them 
to  his  own  use. 

The  fourth  was  for  selling  the  goods  seized  under  the 
distress  for  less  than  the  best  price  that  could  have  been 
gotten  for  them. 

Plea,  Not  guilty  by  stat.  11  G.  2.  c.  19.  s.  21. 

Issue. 


▼. 

B&AMWBLL. 
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There  was  also  a  common  county  on  whicli  nothing       1868. 

*«™e^  Attack 

On  the  trial,  before  Blackbitm  J.,  at  the  Hiddlesex 

Sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1861,  it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  held  a  house  of  the  defendant,  No.  8, 
Honmgswarih  Street,  Si.  Jameses  Road^  LKngtan,  at  a 
yearly  rent  of  24/L  from  Lady  Day,  1857,  payable  quar- 
terly. On  the  24th  Jufy,  1860,  a  distress  was  made  by 
the  defendant's  bailiff  for  rent  due;  who,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  it,  effected  his  entry  on  the  premises  by 
forcibly  breaking  in  a  window.  The  learned  Judge 
directed  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  the  full  value  of  the  goods  seized  under  colour  of 
the  distress,  but  only  their  value  minus  the  sum  due  for 
lent    The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  Is. 

Skee  Serjt.,  in  Hilary  Term,  1862,  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
gromid  of  misdirection. 

H.  James  shewed  cause. — The  authorities  are  against 
the  plaintiff^s  application.  It  is  true  that  Mayne  on 
Damages,  234,  when  speaking  of  the  11  G.  2.  c.  19.  s.  19. 
which  enacts  that  distresses  for  rent  justly  due  shall  not 
be  deemed  unlawful  for  any  subsequent  irregularity  or 
unlawful  act  by  the  party  distraining,  says,  that  it  does 
not  apply  where  the  distress  is  void  ab  initio ;  "  as,  for 
instance,  where  no  rent  was  due  at  all;  or  where  the 
distress  was  effected  by  breaking  open  an  outer  door ; 
or  where  the  goods  taken  were  not  distrainable  at  all. 
In  all  these  cases  trespass  or  trover  may  be  maintained, 
and  the  actual  value  of  the  things  recovered.'^  Harvey 
V.  Paeock  (a),  is   the  authority  cited    for  this,  which 

(a)  11  Jlf.  #  W,  740. 
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1303.  does  not  however  bear  it  out^  for  that  case  only  shews 
"  Attack  *^^*  where  goods  not  distrainable  are  taken^  and  the 
Bbamwkli.  ^i**^'^'®^  *^  withdrawn  on  the  tenant's  paying  the  amount 
of  the  rent  and  costs^  he  cannot^  in  an  action  of  tres- 
pass, without  proof  of  further  damage,  recover  tlie 
whole  amount  paid  by  him,  but  only  the  actual  damage 
sustained  by  taking  those  particular  goods.  \Cochbw% 
C.  J.  Look  at  the  effect  of  your  doctrine.  A  man 
wanting  to  make  a  distress  for  a  large  amount,  breaks 
into  his  tenant's  house,  and  carries  off  a  great  quan- 
tity of  goods,  for  which  he  renders  himself  liable  in 
trespass,  but  then,  if  the  damages  are  to  be  nominal 
only,  the  wrong  doer  will  have  gained  his  point  Cromp- 
ton  J.  referred  to  PrantdUooe  v.  Twemlaw  (a).]  There 
the  verdict  was  taken  on  a  count  in  trover.  [Cromfh 
ton  J.  Suppose  a  man  distrains  for  rent  the  day 
before  it  is  due,  and  sdOs  the  goods  the  nest  day, 
would  you  contend  that  the  tenant  could  not  recover 
their  full  value?]  Before  stat.  11  G.  2.  c.  19.  s.  19. 
the  breaking  a  door  or  window  to  make  a  distress 
was  an  irregularity,  and  not  a  trespass  ab  initia 
[Cromptott  J.  referred  to  Semajfne^s  Case^  5  Co.  93  a, 
where  it  is  laid  down  '^that  the  sheriff  cannot  break 
the  defendant's  house  by  force  of  a  fieri  £etcias,  but  he 
is  a  trespasser  by  the  breaking,  and  yet  the  execution 
which  he  then  doth  in  the  house  is  good,"  and  the  note 
to  that  case  in  1  Smitk^s  Lead.  Cos.  p.  91,  5th  ed.]  A 
landlord  making  a  distress  is  in  a  different  position  from 
an  officer  of  the  law.  IBlackbum  J.  In  Nargett  v. 
Nias  (6)  it  was  held  that  tre^ass,  as  weU  as  case,  will 
lie  for  distraining  tools  of  trade,  though  not  in  actual 
use,  if  there  be  other  unprivileged  goods  on  the  premises 

(a)  \Cr.fM.  326.  {h)  I  E.j-E.  439. 
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at  the  time  saflScient  to  satisfy  the  distress.]  Where  1868. 
goods  ought  not  to  have  been  taken  at  all^  it  is  more  attack 
than  an  irr^ularity^  bnt  here  the  question  is  as  to  sajjiwau. 
the  measure  of  damages  in  trespass.  In  Chinery  y. 
ViaU  {a\  where  the  vendee  of  sheep,  bought  on 
credit,  left  them,  for  his  own  convenience,  in  the 
custody  of  the  vendor,  who  resold  them,  it  was  held 
that  this  was  a  oonversion,  and  that  the  measure  of 
damages  was  not  the  value  of  the  sheep,  but  the  loss 
sustained  by  the  vendee  in  consequence  of  their  non 
delivery  to  him.  The  plaintiff  here  has  got  a  benefit 
firom  the  defendant;  for  the  plaintiff  could  not  lawfully 
have  removed  the  goods  to  prevent  their  being  distrained; 
and  the  defendant  is  estopped  fix>m  saying  that  the 
rent  was  not  paid  under  the  distress.  \Finla$on,  amicus 
curise,  refisrred  to  Jcne$  v.  Sawkins,  5  C.  B.  142.]  In 
trespass  for  a  nuisance  to  the  walls  of  a  house,  the 
def(»idant  having  pleaded  that  he  was  fined  for  the 
nuisance,  at  the  plaintiff's  court  leet,  and  paid  the  fine, 
it  was  held  that,  although  not  being  a  common  nuisance 
the  fine  was  improper,  still,  having  been  paid,  it  was  a 
bar  to  the  action ;  Bro.  Abr.  Trespass^  pL  100,  citing 
12  H.  4i.  8.  pL  15.  [Cromptan  J.  There  can  be  no  plea 
to  damages.] 

Shee  Serjt.  and  fVooUett,  in  support  of  the  rule; — 
In  2  Wm8.  Saund.  284  c,  note  2,  6th  ed.,  the  law  is 
laid  down  that  ''a  landlord  has  no  right  to  break  open 
the  outer  door  of  a  house  or  a  window  to  make  a  dis« 
tress,  but,  if  the  door  is  open  and  he  enters,  he  may 
break  open  an  inner  door  (b).'*  The  defendant,  hav- 
ing made  an  unlawful  entry  into  the  plaintiff's  house, 

(a)  bK^K  288.  (h)  See  Brown  y.  Qlenn,  16  Q.  B.  254. 
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1863.  was  a  trespasser  ab  initio^  and  should  be  treated  throngh- 
Attack  out  as  a  person  making  a  distress  without  even  an 
Bbaitwkll.  ostensible  right  to  distrain^  and  liable  for  the  full  value 
of  any  goods  he  may  have  taken  under  it.  Mayne  on 
Damages,  280,  speaking  of  illegal  distress,  says : — "  The 
damages  in  suits  of  this  nature  depend  greatly  upon  the 
form  in  which  the  action  may  be  brought.  Where  the 
defendant  can  be  treated  as  a  trespasser  ab  initio,  so  as 
to  make  lus  possession  of  the  goods  wholly  wrongful, 
their  entire  value  wiU  be  recoverable.  When  it  is  neces- 
sary to  sue  for  consequential  damage,  the  plaintiff  can 
only  obtain  damages  for  the  special  injury  he  has 
suffered,  which  may  be  very  slight,  where  he  was  really 
in  fault,  and  liable  to  a  seizure  of  his  goods.'^  He 
cites  Harvey  v.  Pocock  (a)  and  several  other  cases  of 
distress  void  ab  initio,  and  then  says,  p.  235,  ''  Even 
where  a  party  is,  or  becomes,  a  trespasser  ab  initio^  as  to 
part  of  the  thing  distrained  on,  this  does  not  make  the 
distress  void  as  to  the  rest  Accordingly,  where  several 
barrels  of  beer  were  distrained  for  rent,  and  the  distrainor 
drew  beer  out  of  one  of  them.  Lord  Holt  held,  that  it 
made  him  a  trespasser,  ab  initio,  as  to  that  one  only  -/' 
citing  Dodv.  Monger  (jb).  In  KtiightY.  Egerton  (c),  which 
was  an  action  for  selling,  without  appraisement,  goods  that 
had  been  distrained  for  rent,  it  was  held  that  the  measure 
of  damages  was  the  real  value  of  the  goods  minus  the  rent 
due.  But  in  Keen  v.  Priest  {d),  where  sheep  were  seized 
and  sold  imder  a  distress  for  rent,  which  was  unlawful 
because  there  were  other  goods  on  the  premises  which 
might  have  been  taken,  in  which  case  sheep  are  exempt 
firom  distress,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 

(a)  11  M.  #  W,  740.  (6)  6  Mod.  215. 

(c)  7 ExeK  407.  {d)  4H.fN.  236. 
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to  reooyer  the  full  value  of  the  sheep  seized.  In  Martin  1863. 
y.  Porter  (a),  where  the  defendant,  in  working  a  coal  mine,  attack 
broke  through  the  barrier  and  worked  the  coal  under  BaAMWBLL. 
the  adjoining  land  belonging  to  the  plaintiff^  and  raised 
it  for  the  purposes  of  sale,  the  plaintiff  haying  brought 
trespass,  it  was  held  that  the  proper  estimate  of  damage 
was  the  yalue  of  the  coal  so  raised,  without  deducting 
the  expenses  of  getting  and  raising  it.  In  Jones  y. 
Gooday{b),  in  trespass  for  cutting  into  the  plaintiff's 
dose  and  carrying  away  the  soil,  the  proper  measure  of 
damage  was  held  to  be  the  yalue  to  the  plaintiff  of  the 
land  removed,  not  the  expense  of  restoring  it  to  its 
original  condition.  And  in  Pritchard  y.  I^mg  (c),  where, 
in  trespass,  the  defendant  broke  the  plaintiff's  dose, 
and  carried  away  his  goods,  the  plaintiff  was  held  entitled 
to  damage  both  for  the  trespass  and  value  of  the  goods. 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  This  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 
The  defendant  having  done  that  which  made  this  distress 
altogether  void,  and  his  entry  on  the  plaintiff's  premises 
and  seizure  of  his  goods  a  trespass  ab  initio,  the  plaintiff 
18  entitled  in  this  action  to  recover  the  actual  value  of 
those  goods,  and  the  ruling  of  the  Judge,  in  leaving  to 
the  jury  to  take  into  consideration  the  benefit  which 
the  plaintiff  had  received  firom  the  discharge,  by  seizure 
and  sale  of  his  goods,  of  his  liability  to  the  defendant  for 
rent,  was  a  misdirection.  It  must  be  taken  that  if  a 
man,  under  colour  of  legal  authority,  as  in  case  of  a 
distress  for  rent,  does  that  which  makes  him  a  trespasser 
ab  initio,  he  is  in  the  same  position  as  a  mere  stranger 
who,  without  any  legal  authority  whatever,  breaks  into 

(fl)  bM.^W.  352.  (6)  SM,iW,  146. 

(c)  9  3f.  #  r.  666. 
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1863.  the  house  and  seizes  the  goods  of  another.  It  would 
Attack  ^Lot  lie  in  the  mouth  of  such  a  stranger  to  say  that 
BRAirwBLL.  ^®  applied  the  goods  for  the  benefit  of  the  party 
bringing  his  action  for  trespass.  So^  here,  the  defend- 
ant has  taken  the  plaintiff's  goods,  it  may  be  under 
colour  of  legal  authority,  but  in  point  of  law  he  has 
taken  them  not  under  a  distress  but  under  a  tres- 
pass, and  it  does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that,  by 
taking  them  and  appropriating  a  portion  of  them  in 
satisfaction  of  his  rent,  he  has,  pro  tanto»  done  good  to 
the  plaintiff.  The  man  whose  premises  are  broken  into, 
and  whose  goods  have  been  seized,  has  a  right  to  say, 
''Let  me  be  put  into  the  position  in  which  I  stood 
before  your  illegal  act  I  will  not  accept,  at  your  hands, 
the  b^iefit  you  say  you  have  done  me  by  if  That  is, 
I  think,  although  there  is  some  difference  in  the  autho- 
rities, the  true  theory  of  the  law  in  such  a  case,  and  the 
principle  on  whidi  we  ought  to  administer  it  The  last 
case  on  the  subject.  Keen  v.  Priest  (a),  fully  bears  me  out 
in  this  view.  There  the  party  distraining  had  seized 
sheep,  there  being  other  goods  on  the  premises  which 
might  have  been  distrained,  for,  by  law,  when  there  are 
other  goods  on  a  tenant's  premises,  his  sheep  cannot 
be  distrained;  and  it  was  contended  on  the  equity  of 
the  matter,  and  fairly  enough,  that  if  sheep  had  not 
been  taken  other  things  would  have  been.  Bat  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  thought  that,  as  regarded  the  dis- 
tress for  the  sheep,  it  was  a  matter  altogether  tortious, 
and  that  the  measure  of  damages  was  the  full  value  of 
the  sheep. 

Crompton  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    A  landlord 
(fl)  AH.^N.  236. 
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has,  by  law,  the  special  privilege  of  paying  himself  his  ^^^' 

rent  by  seizing  his  tenant's  goods ;  and,  where  he  takes       Attack 

that  proceeding  in  a  way  not  authorized,  he  becomes  a    Bbamwill. 

trespasser  from  the  beginning ;  all  the  acts  he  does  ure 

trespasses  ;  he  is  a  trespasser,  not  only  in  entering,  but 

in  seizing  and  disposing  of  the  goods  taken ;  and  the 

ordinary  rule  is  that  the  injured  party  shall  recover 

their  fall  value.     In  Chtnery  v.  Viall  {a),  indeed,  my 

brother  BramweU,  in   delivering  the  judgment  of  the 

Court,   p.  294-5,  cited  several   cases  from   Mayne  on 

Damoffes  to  shew  that,  in  trover,  it  is  not  an  absolute 

rule  of  law  that  the  value  of  the  goods  is  to  be  taken  as 

the  measure  of  damage ;  but  they  do  not  apply  here. 

In  Prcudlove  v.  Twemtow  (ft),  where  growing  crops  were 

seized  under  a  distress  for  rent  and  sold  for  their  full 

value  before  they  were  cut,  and  they  were  afterwards 

cut  and  carried  away  by  the  purchaser,  the  Court  said 

the  seizure  was  right ;  and,  though  the  plaintiff  had  a 

property  in  the  com,  the  defendant  had  a  lien  upoxr  it 

for  his  rent,  which  was  terminated  by  cutting  it.     So, 

in  trover,  where  there  is  a  conversion  of  goods  subject 

to  the  defendant's  lien,  it  is  clear  that  idl  that  can  be 

recovered  is  their  value  minus  the  lien.     But  here  the 

defendant  was  a  mere  stranger,  and  an  unauthorized 

wrong  doer,  and  had  no  right  to  touch  the  goods  under 

the  circumstances,  and  the  case  therefore  differs  from 

those  where  the  plaintiff's  interest  in   the  goods  was 

diminished  in  value  by  lien  or  some  ex  post  facto  mode 

of  payment.     It  was  said  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 

rightfally  have  removed  these  goods ;  but  I  think  that 

argument  is  too  remote,  and  is  well  answered  by  Keen 

(tf)  b&fN.  288.  294.  (b)  \  Cr.  ^  M,  326. 
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1868.  y.  I^st  {a\  where  it  was  said  you  cannot  shew  that  the 
Attack  defendant  might  have  seized  other  goods  under  the 
Beamwkll.  distress.  The  question  then  is^  does  this  case  come 
within  any  of  those  where  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim  is  affected  by  matter  ex  post  facto  ?  It  would 
not  be  safe  to  say  that  the  person  who  comes  unlav- 
fiiUy  on  the  premises  of  another  and  takes  his  goodsy 
can  pay  himself  his  own  debt  out  of  their  produce.  The 
case  is  very  like  one  that  was  put  during  the  argument : 
suppose  a  landlord  enters  to  distrain  before  any  rent  is 
due, — at  New  Michaelmas  instead  of  Old  Michaelmas,  for 
instance, — he  could  not  be  allowed  to  keep  possession 
of  the  goods  and  say  to  the  tenant,  "  I  will  put  them 
against  your  rent  when  it  becomes  due.'' 

My  only  doubt  arose  from  Chinery  v.  ViaU(b).  That 
was,  however,  a  very  peculiar  case.  The  Court  through- 
out it  say  that  you  cannot  alter  the  law  on  this  subject 
by  changing  the  form  of  action,  and  admit  the  general 
principle  as  I  have  stated  it ;  but  they  thought  that  was 
a  case  where  the  interest  of  the  defendant  as  an  unpaid 
vendor  came  in  question :  for,  if  the  defendant  had  been 
sued  for  not  delivering  the  sheep,  the  measure  of  damage 
could  only  have  been  the  difference  between  the  damagere- 
sulting  from  his  not  having  done  so  and  their  price.  They 
cite  my  brother  Blackburn* s  Treatise  on  t/ie  Contract  of 
SaUi  but  I  do  not  think  that  our  decision  interferes  with 
it,  or  the  cases  they  cite.  This  is  a  case  of  bare  tort,  under 
colour  of  which  the  defendant  has  helped  himself  to  the 
plaintiff's  goods,  and  he  had  no  more  right  to  put  against 
their  value  the  rent  due  to  him  than  he  would  have  to  put 
any  other  debt  The  interest  of  the  tenant  was  the  real 
value  of  the  goods,  the  plaintiff  had  no  real  charge  or  hen 

(a)  4  jy.  #  JV.  236.  (A)  bKf  N.  288. 
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upon  them,  and  therefore  that  value  was  the  measure  of       1868. 

damages. 


Blackbtt&n  J.  I  am  satisfied  there  ought  to  be  h 
new  trial,  as  I  misdirected  the  jury  respecting  the 
measure  of  damages. 

There  cannot  be  much  doubt  that  where  a  party  sues 
in  trespass  or  trover  for  goods,  in  which  the  other  side 
has  an  interest,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  plaintiff's 
interest  in  them,  after  allowing  for  that  of  the  defendant 
Proudlcve  v.  Twemlow  {a)  proceeded  on  that  principle. 
There  a  landlord  had  rightfully  seized  growing  cropsi 
and  would  have  had  a  right  to  keep  them  till  he  sold 
them:  it  was  held,  under  the  circumstances,  that  you 
were  to  look  to  the  interest  which  he  had  in  the  crops ; 
and  the  decision  of  the  Court,  as  I  understand  it,  was 
that  the  amount  of  damages  was  merely  nominal,  because 
the  crops  sold  were  not  worth  so  much  as  the  rent.  The 
more  recent  case  of  Chinery  v.  Viall  {b)  proceeded  on 
the  same  principle :  in  which  the  Court  held  that  the 
defendant,  being  an  unpaid  vendor,  who  converted  the 
goods  in  respect  of  which  the  action  was  broi^ht,  had 
an  interest  in  them,  which  ought  to  have  been  allowed 
for  in  ascertaining  the  damages.  Here  the  defendant's 
bailiff  entered  the  plaintiff's  premises  and  distrained 
his  goods,  and  the  distress  was'  made  by  getting  in 
at  a  fiwtened  window,  which  he  had  no  right  to  do. 
Breaking  the  house  and  entering  it  in  that  way  caused 
the  distress  to  be  altogether  void,  and  the  landlord 
a  trespasser  ab  initio;  for  there  is  a  marked  distinc- 
tion between  a  distress  being  illegal  from  the  begin- 
ning and  becoming  so  by  matter  subsequent.  The 
(a)  1  C.  #  AT.  326.  (6)  b  K  ^  N,  268. 

VOL.   III.  2    N  B.    Ifc    S. 


Attaox 

T. 
B&UIWILL. 
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1863.        11  O.2.  c.  19.  s.  19.  is  carefully  worded,— "wkere  any 
Attack       distress  shall  be  made  for  any  kind  of  rent  justly  due, 
B&AinrxLi..     *^^  *^y  irregularity  or  unlawful  act  shall  be  afterwards 
done  by  the  party  or  parties  distraining,  or  by  his,  lier 
or  their  agents,  the  distress  itself  shall  not  be  deemed  to 
be  unlawful,  nor  the  party  or  parties  making  it  be  deemed 
a  trespasser  or  trespassers  db  initio.^'    When,  therefore, 
a  party  is  a  trespasser  ab  initio  the  statute  does  Bot 
apply,  and  the  matter  remains  as  at  common  law.  Here 
the  defendant  having  broken  the  plaintiff's  house,  was  a 
trespasser  at  common  law,  and  had  no  defence  against 
an  action  of  trespass  for  taking  his  gooda .  Then,  however, 
considering  that,  as  the  goods  were  in  the  tenant's  house, 
the  landlord  could  have  come  in  a  regular  way  to  take 
them,  and  the  tenant  could  not  have  got  them  out 
without  their  being  subject  to  being  followed  and  dis- 
trained as  a  fraudulent  removal,  I  thought  the  real 
damage  sustained  was  the  difference  between  the  value 
of  the  goods  and  the  amoimt  of  the  rent,  and  that 
was  what  I  conveyed  to  the  minds  of  the  jury.    Keen 
V.  Priest  (a)  shews  that  that  was  a  mistake^   and  on 
principle  I  now  think  it  was.    In  that  case  the  land- 
lord had  seized  sheep  of  the  tenant,  and  eyerything 
said  there  about  the  goods  seized  having  been  sold  to 
pay  the  rent  applies  here:  for  if  the  landlord  there 
had  seized  the  other  goods  the  result  would  have  been 
the  same.     He  was  a  wrong  doer  who  seized  and  sold 
the  goods  in  that  wrongful  way,  and  therefore  could  not 
reduce  his  wrong  by  shewing  that  he  had  an  interest 
in  them  and  might  have  proceeded  rightfully  to  take 
them :  and  Wiatson  B.  states,  p.  240,  that  there  was  a 
case  on  the  Northern  Circuit  where  CresstceU  J.  (who 

{a)  lH.fN,  236. 
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ia  considered  a  good  authority),  ruled  that  where  a       1863, 
tenant's  goods  were  distrained  before  sunrise,  the  mea-       attack 
sure  of  damage  was  their  full  value.    Distraining  goods    ^^^  J; 
before  sunrise  is  much  the  same  as  taking  them  in 
the  daylight  in  the  way  that  was  done  in  the  present 
case. 

Rule  absolute. 


Beamwell. 


The  Queen  against  Pearce.  j^^'i^h 


An  nmnairied  woman  haTing  reoorered  jndgment  in  a  Comity  Court  _, 

againat  ^.,  obtained  a  judgment  summons  against  him  from  the  Sheriffs'  g^^^'^      . 

Court,  London,  under  stat,  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  Ixxvii.    At  the  hearing,  it  Jr^«^'y  ^^It/rr 

baring  been  ascertained  that  the  pkintiff  had  married  in  the  meantime,  ^^^j^j",^' 

the  Judge  amended  the  title  of  the  cause  by  inserting  the  husband's  r^.rl!% 

name:  Held  that  he  had  no  power  to  do  so,  and,  consequently,  that  ^. '/*^  ^  ^'^.. 

an  indictment  for  pequiy  could  not  be  maintained  against  the  defendant  y  *y*  ^-  ixxm. 

for  false  evidence  given  at  that  hearing.  duagmeni 


pEEJURY.  The  indictment,  after  alleging  that,  on 
the  9th  March,  1865,  one  Henrietta  Grundy  re- 
oovered  jndgment  against  the  defendant  Benjamin  fi^arh- 
man  Pearce,  in  the  County  Court  of  Kent,  holden  at 
Gravegend,  and  afterwards,  on  the  24th  January,  1861, 
and  after  she  had  been  married  to  one  Walter  Smith,  and 
whQe  the  defendant  was  dwelling  and  carrying  on  business 
in  the  city  of  Lofndcn,  and  the  judgment  remained  un- 
satisfied, Henrietta  Grundy,  otherwise  Smith,  obtained  a 
snmmons  from  the  Sheriffs'  Court,  London,  under  the  15 
&  16  Vict.  e.  IxxviL,  by  which  the  defendant  was  required 
to  appear  personally  in  that  Court  on  the  12th  February, 
1861,  who  personally  appeared  accordingly,  proceeded ; 
"and  then  and  there  the  Judge  of  the  said  Court,  Robert 
Malcolm  Kerr,  Esq.,  did  amend  the  said  summons  by 
adding  thereto  the  name  of  the  said  Walter  Smith,  the 
2  N  2 


summons. 
Amendment. 


V. 

Pbabge. 
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1863.  huflband  of  the  said  Henrietta  Chnrndy,  otherwise  SmitL" 
The  QuBEH  '^^  indictment  then  alleged  that  the  smnmona  was 
adjourned  to  the  14th  February,  when  the  defendant 
again  appeared  in  person^  "  and  was  then  and  there, 
before  Robert  Malcolm  Kerr,  Esq.,  then  and  there  being 
the  judge  of  the  said  last  mentioned  Conrt,  duly  and  in 
due  form  of  law,  and  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
said  last  recited  Act,  examined  upon  oath  touching  the 
manner  and  circumstances  under  which  he  the  said 
Benjamin  Workman  Pearce  contracted  the  debt  for  which 
the  said  Henrietta  Grundy  had  recovered  judgment  on 
the  said  9th  day  of  March,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1855,  in  the  said  County  Court  of  Kent,  holden  at 
Gravesend  as  aforesaid,  he  the  said  Robert  Malcolm 
Kerr,  having  then  and  there  full  and  sufficient  power 
and  competent  authority  to  examine  the  said  Benjamin 
Workman  Pearce  touching  the  manner  and  circumstances 
under  which  he  contracted  the  said  debt,  and  having 
full  and  sufficient  power  and  authority  to  administer  the 
said  oath  to  the  said  Benjamin  Workman  Pearce  in  that 
behalf.''  The  indictment  then  alleged  the  materiality 
of  several  matters  sworn  to  by  the  defendant  on  that 
occasion,  and  assigned  perjury  upon  them,  concluding  in 
the  usual  way. 

On  the  trial,  before  Coekbum  C.  J.,  at  the  Middk»ex 
Sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1861,  the  facts  stated 
in  the  indictment  having  been  proved,  it  was  objected, 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  judge  of  the 
Sheriffs'  Court  of  the  city  of  London  had  no  power  to 
amend  the  judgment  summons,  &;c.,  so  that>  there  being 
no  valid  summons  or  cause  before  him,  the  proceed- 
ings in  respect  of  which  the  alleged  perjury  took  phice 
were  coram  non  judice,  and  that  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiff  Henrietta  Grundy  in  the  judgment  had  merged 
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in  her  husband.      Cochbum  C.  J.,  however,  reflerving        IS6S. 
leave  to  move  the  Court  on  the  point,  left  the  case  to  the    xbe  Qusem 
jury,  who  found  a  verdict  of  guilty.  PiIkoE 

H.  James,  in  Hilary  Term,  1862,  obtained  a  rule  to 
enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  according  to  the  leave 
reserved,  or  to  arrest  the  judgment. 

H.  S.  Giffard  and  O.  B.  C.  Harrison,  now  shewed 
canae. — ^The  London  City  Small  Debts  Extension  Act, 
1852, 15  &  16  Vict  e.  Ixxvii.,  under  which  the  present 
proceedings  arose,  enacts  in  its  88th  section,  "  It  shall 
be  lawful  for  any  party  who  has  obtained  a  judgment  or 
order  in  the  Court,  &c,  for  the  payment  of  any  debt  or 
damages,  or  costs,  which  judgment  or  order  shall  not  be 
satisfied,  and  for  any  party  who  has  obtained  a  judg- 
ment or  order  in  any  County  Court  established  under 
or  by  virtue  of  the  before  mentioned  Act  for   the 
more    easy    recovery   of   small   debts    and    demands 
in  England,  which  last-mentioned  judgment  or  order 
shall  not  be  satisfied,  to  obtain  a  summons  from  the 
Court,  in  case  the  party  against  whom  such  judgment 
or  order  shall  have  been  obtained  shall  then  dwell  or 
carry  on  business  or  have  employment  within  the  city 
of  London  or  the  liberties  thereof,  such  summons  to  be 
m  such  form  as  shall  be  directed  by  the  rules  made  for 
regulating  the  practice  of  the  Court ;    and  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  party  who  has  obtained  any  such  judgment 
or  order  in  the  Court,  which  said  last-mentioned  judg* 
ment  or  order  shall  not  be  satisfied,  to  obtain  a  summons 
from  any  County  Court  established  under  or  by  virtue 
of  the  last-mentioned  Act  for  the  more  easy  recovery  of 
small  debts  and  demands  in  England,  within  the  limits 
of  which  Court  the  party  against  whom  such  last-men- 
tioned  judgment  or  order  shall  have  been  obtained  shall 
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1868.       then  dwell  or  carry  on  business^  such  last-mentioned 
Thb  Queen    Bnmmons  to  be  in  such  form  as  shall  be  directed  hj 
Pejlbgs.      *^®  Tulles  made  for  regulating  the  practice  of  the  said 
County  Court,  which  summonses,  as  the  case  may  be, 
are  to  be  respectively  served  personally  upon  the  person 
to  whom  it  i&  directed,  requiring  him  to  appear  at  snch 
time  as  shall  be  directed  by  the  said  rules,  to  answer 
such  things  as  are  named  in  such  summons ;  and  if  he 
shall  appear  in  pursuance  of  such  summons,  he  may  be 
examined  upon  oath  touching  his  estate  and  effects,  and 
the  manner  and  circumstances  under  which  he  contracted 
the  debt  or  incurred  the  damages  or  liability  which  is 
or  are  the  subject  of  the  action  in  which  judgment  has 
been  obtained  against  him,  and  as  to  the  means  and  ex- 
pectations he  then  had  and  as  to  the  property  and  means 
he  still  hath  of  discharging  the  said  debt  or  damages 
or  liability,  and  as  to  the  disposal  he  may  have  made  of 
any  property ;  and  the  person  obtaining  such  summons 
as  aforesaid,  and  all  other  witnesses  whom  the  judge 
shall  think  requisite,  may  be   examined  upon  oath, 
touching  the  inquiries  authorized  to  be  made  as  afore- 
said; and  the  costs  of  such  summons  and  of  all  pro- 
ceedings thereon  shall  be  considered  costs  in  the  cause/' 
Rule  91  (a)  of  the  rules  of  practice  framed  under  the 
powers  of  that  Act,  provides : — "Where  the  name  or 
description  of  a  plaintiff  in  the  summons  is  inanfficieut 
or  incorrect,  it  may  at  the  hearing  be  amended  at  the 
instance  of  either  party  by  order  of  the  judge,  on  such 
terms  as  he  shall  think  fit,  and  thereupon  the  cause 
shall  proceed,  as  to  set-off  and  such  other  matters,  as  if  the 
name  or  description  had  been  originally  such  as  it  appears 

(a)  The  three  rules  here  referred  to  are  the  same  with  roles  94, 
98  &  154  respectively  of  the  rules  and  orders  for  regulating  the  practice 
of  the  County  Courts. 
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after  the  amendment  has  been  made/'  And  rule  95  :  i863. 
"Where  it  appears  at  the  hearing  that  a  less  number  of  The  Quebn 
persons  have  been  made  plaintiffs  than  by  law  required,  p«IkcB. 
the  name  of  the  omitted  person  may^  at  the  instance  of 
either  party^  be  added  by  order  of  the  judge,  on  such 
terms  as  he  shall  think  fit,  and  thereupon  the  cause 
sliall  proceed,  as  to  set-off  and  other  matters,  as  if  the 
proper  persons  had  been  originally  made  parties ;  and  if 
socii  person  shall,  either  at  the  hearing  or  some  adjourn- 
ment thereof,  personally,  or  by  writing  signed  by  him  or 
his  agent,  consent  to  become  a  plaintiff  in  manner  afore- 
said, the  judge  shall  then  pronounce  judgment  as  if  such 
person  had  originally  been  a  plaintiff;  but  if  such  person 
shall  not  consent  to  become  a  plaintiff  in  manner  afore* 
said,  either  at  the  hearing  or  an  adjournment  thereof, 
judgment  of  nonsuit  shall  be  entered.^'  But  even  sup- 
posing what  was  done  here  by  the  judge  of  the  Sheriflb' 
Court  to  have  been  irregular  it  was  not  such  an  irregu- 
larity as  rendered  the  whole  proceedings  coram  non  judice. 
The  objection  here  is  probably  founded  on  rule 
158:  ''Execution  on  a  judgment  shall  not  issue  by 
or  against  any  person  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  without 
a  plaint  and  summons  upon  the  judgment,  the  proceed- 
ings in  which  shall  be  the  same  as  in  ordinary  cases.** 
£xecation  on  a  judgment  is  a  ministerial  act  of  the 
liailiff  of  the  Ck>urt,  but  this  proceeding  is  not  an  exe- 
cntion  in  the  sense  of  that  rule,  the  sole  object  of  which 
was,  Uke  a  scire  facias,  Penoyer  v.  Brace  (a),  to  bring 
before  the  notice  of  the  judge  any  new  party  that  may 
be  introduced  into  the  proceedings.  What  was  done 
bere  affected  the  process  only,  and  not  the  jurisdiction. 
[Crompton  J.  There  was  no  such  judgment  as  Smith 
ond  Wife  v.  Pearce.    I  am  inclined  to  think  that,  by 

(a)  1  U.  Ra(/m.  244. 
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1868.  amending,  the  judge  of  the  Sheriffs'  Court  made  the 
The  QuBxv'  matter  worse.  For  if  it  was  unneoesBaiy  to  proceed  by 
PxTeov.  scire  &cias^  or  what  is  analogous  to  it,  the  name  in  the 
original  judgment  was  the  correct  one  to  be  used  in  all 
future  proceedings.]  The  crime  of  perjury  cannot  be 
dependant  on  an  act  done  by  a  Judge.  In  Beg.  v.  M3- 
lard{a),  on  sect.  80  of  stat.  7  &  8  &.  4.  c.  80.,  to 
prev^it  malicious  injuries  to  property,  which  reqoiies 
informations  under  it  to  be  laid  on  oath,  it  was  held 
that  the  oath  was  mere  matter  of  procedure,  and  not 
a  condition  precedent  to  giving  the  magistrates  juris- 
diction. l^Crampton  3.  There  the  party,  by  appearing, 
waived  the  want  of  a  regular  summons.  Wightnuai  J. 
In  what  cauie  did  the  defendant  here  give  evidence?] 
In  no  cause  at  all,  but  on  an  inquiry  as  to  his  liabihty 
and  means  of  paying  a  debt  on  which  judgment  had 
already  been  recovered.  [Crcmpton  J.  The  summonB 
being  founded  on  the  judgment,  must  pursue  it.] 

H.  James^  who  appeared  to  support  the  rule,  was  not 
palled  on. 

C!oGKBUBN  C.  J.  This  role  must  be  absolute.  I 
regret  the  escape  from  punishment  of  a  man  who  has 
been  convicted  of  peijuiy  on  the  merits,  but  we  must 
administer  the  law  according  to  its  rules.  To  constitate 
the  offence  of  perjury  it  is  essential  that  the  party  be 
sworn  in  a  certain  cause :  and  here  the  defendant  was 
sworn  in  a  cause  which  had  no  existence.  The  judgment 
summons  was  entitled  as  between  Henrietta  Grundy  and 
the  defendant;  and  properly  so,  because  it  was  a  judgment 
which  had  been  recovered  by  the  wife  alone.  Meantime 
fihe  marries,  still,  in  consequence  of  her  not  having  taken 

(a)  1  Jkarsl.  C.  C.  16a 


XXVL  VICTORIA.  537 

steps  to  make  the  husband  a  party,  she  went  on  in  her       13^3^ 
own  name.     The  judge  thought,  (wrongly  as  it  now    The  Quxn~ 
appears),  that  he  had  jurisdiction  to  amend  by  adding      p  ^' 
the  name  of  the  husband.    That  was  an  excess  of  power 
<m  lua  part.     But  then  in  the  cause  so  altered  the  defend- 
ant was  sworn  and  examined:  he  therefore  committed 
perjury  in  a  cause  which  had  no  existence,  and,  con- 
sequently, coram  non  judice. 

WioHTMAN,  Crompton  and  Mello&  JJ.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Paull  and  another,  Assignees,  &c.,  against  Best. 

2%utidav, 

1.  The  Bankrapt  Law  ConBoUdAtion  Act,  1849,  12  &  13  Vict,  e,  106.,   Januaty  22d. 

euMsU  in  its  129th  section,  that  "  no  distress  for  rent  made  and  levied    . 

ifter  an  act  of  bankruptcy  upon  the  goods  or  effects  of  any  bankrupt,    Saf^J^rupt 
whether  before  or  after  the  issuing  of  the  flat  or  the  filing  of  the  petition   Law  Ckm- 

for  abjudication  of  bankruptcy,  shall  be  available  for  more  than  one  g^i^iaiionAct 

Jew's  rent  aoeraedprior  to  the  date  of  the  flat  or  the  day  of  the  flbng  jg^g  jg  ^  13 

of  such  petition :"  Held  that,  in  order  to  brinff  a  case  within  this  enact-  y^*  ^  ^^ 

meat,  the  act  of  bankruptcy  must  be  one  to  which  the  title  of  the  assig-  ^  ^  ^29. 

nees  could  relate.  ^ ,     ^  Bankruvtcv 

2.  On  the  27th  March,  1861,  J.  P.  committed  an  act  of  bankrupt^  ^^  jg^fj  ^ 
imder  The  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849,  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106.  34  i  26  Vict. 
t.  67.,  by  miJdng  a  fraudulent  conveyance  of  all  his  goods  and  chattels  ^  j^  „  qr^ 
to -4.  A,  his  lanfiord,  but  no  attempt  was  made  by  any  creditor  to  obtain  j[^*„^^ 
ao  adijudication  upon  it,  nor  did  it  appear  that  there  was  any  creditor  j^f^  y^, 
whooould  have  done  so.    On  the  11th  October,  the  day  from  and  after  i^^ 
which  The  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  134.,  came  into  opera-  landlord 
^  A.B.  made  a  distress  on  the  goods  of  J".  P.  for  four  years'  rent ;  j^^,^  ' 
ud,  on  the  17th  October,  J.  P.,  who  was  not  a  trader,  was  abjudicated 

hvikrapt  on  his  own  petition  under  sects.  86,  87  of  the  last  mentioned 
Act,  and  assignees  appointed :  held,  that  the  title  of  the  assignees  could 
not  relate  back  to  me  act  of  bankruptcgr  in  the  preceding  March,  and 
eoDsequently,  the  129th  sectioQ  of  the  first  menUoned  statute  did  not 

THIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  assignees  of  the 
estate  and  effects  of  Joseph  Paull,  a  bankrupt. 
The  declaration  alleged  that,  on  the  27th  March,  1861, 
JoMepk  Paull  was  a  trader  within  the  meaning  of  the  laws 
then  in  force  rdating  to  bankrupts,  and  liable  to  be 


Faull 

V, 

Best. 
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1863.        made  bankrupt,  and  by  his  deed>  dated  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  then  fraudulently  made  and  execated 
a  conveyance  of  all  his  goods  and  chattels  to  the  defend- 
ant, with  intent  to  defeat  and  delay  the  creditors  of  him 
Joseph  Faull,  and  thereby  then  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  then  in 
force  concerning  bankrupts;  and  afterwards,  and  before 
Joseph  Faull  became   bankrupt,  to  wit,  on  the  11th 
October^  1861,  the  defendant  made  and  levied  a  distress 
upon  divers  goods  which  were  then  of  Joseph  PavU 
in  and  upon  a  dwelling  house,  homestead,  farm  and 
lands  of  which  Joseph  Faull  had  been  tenant  to  the 
defendant,  and  then  in  the  occupation  of  Joseph  Faull 
as  such  tenant,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  207/.  2s.,  for 
828/.  85.,  as  and  for  and  being  four  years'  arrears  of 
the  said  rent,  and  the  defendant  sold  the  said  goods 
as  and  for  such  distress  for  the  said  arrears.    That, 
after  the  making  and  levying  the  said  distress,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the 
17th  October,  1861,  Joseph  PauU  became  and  was  duly 
adjudged  bankrupt,  upon  his  petition  for  adjudication 
against  himself  on  oath  then  duly  filed  of  record  in 
the  Bankruptcy  Court,  London,  and  prosecuted  in  the 
said   Court  according  to  the  statutes  then  in  force 
concerning  bankrupts.     And  that  the  defendant,  bj 
means  of  the  said  distress,   made  and  levied  a  dis- 
tress after  the  said  act  of  bankruptqr  upon  the  said 
goods  of  the  said  bankrupt,  and  made  the  same  avail- 
able for  more  than  one  year's  rent  accruing  prior  to 
the  day  of  the  filing  of  the  said  petition,  (that  is  to 
say)  for  four  years'  arrears  of  rent  accruing  prior  to  the 
said  day  of  the  filing  of  the  said  petition,  whereby  the 
defendant  had  recovered  and  received,  and  the  plaintiffs, 
as  assignees  as  aforesaid,  were  and  are  deprived  of  four 
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years*  arrears  of  the  said  rent,  instead  of  one  year's        IS68. 

arrears,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case        p^^^^^ 

made  and  provided.  _^* 

But. 

Plea.  After  the  passing  of  The  Bankruptcy  Act, 
1861,  and  after  the  11th  October,  1861,  the  said  Joseph 
PauU,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  Act,  duly  filed  a  petition 
in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  the  London  District, 
shewing  that  he  the  said  Joseph  Paull,  not  being  a  trader, 
and  haying  resided  for  six  calendar  months  next  imme- 
diately preceding  the  date  of  the  said  petition  within 
the  District  of  the  said  Court,  was  unable  to  meet  his 
engagements  with  his  creditors,  and  praying  that  adju- 
dication of  bankruptcy  might  be  made  against  him,  and 
the  said  Joseph  Paull  was  afterwards,  on  the  day  of  the 
filing  of  the  said  petition,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
Act,  duly  found  to  have  become  bankrupt,  within  the 
tme  intent  and  meaning  of  the  laws  of  bankruptcy,  by 
the  filing  of  the  said  petition,  and  declared  and  adju- 
dicated bankrupt  accordingly;  and  the  plaintiffs  were 
afterwards  duly  appointed  to  be  and  act  as  creditors' 
assignees  in  the  said  bankruptcy.  That  the  said  peti- 
tion and  adjudication  were  the  petition  and  adjudicar 
tion  mentioned  in  the  declaration  respectively,  and 
that  the  plaintifis  were  suing  in  this  action  as  assig- 
nees in  the  said  bankruptcy.  And  that  the  said  alleged 
deed  was  made  and  executed  by  the  said  Joseph  Panll 
as  therein  mentioned  a  long  time,  and  more  than  six 
months,  before  the  filing  of  the  said  petition  by  the 
said  Joseph  Paull  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  passing  of 
The  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  and  that  the  said  distress 
was  made  and  levied  by  the  defendant  before  the  filing 
of  the  said  petition. 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  therein. 
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1863.  The  case  waa  ai^ed,  at  the  Sittings  in  banc  after 

J];^       Michaelmas  Term,  1862,  on  the  26th  November,  before 
Bmt.       Wiohtman,  Blackburn  and  Mellor  JJ. 

Uarington^  in  snpport  of  the  demurrer. — The  title  of 
the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees,  had  relation  back  to  the  act 
of  bankruptcy  committed  iu  March^  1861,  and  conse- 
quently, by  Stat.  12  &  18   Vict.  c.  106.,  the  distress 
was  rendered  invalid  for  more  than  one  years'  rent 
That  statute,  which  was  passed  to  amend  and  con- 
solidate the  laws  relating  to  bankrupts,  enacts,  in  its 
67th  section,  ''if  any  trader  liable  to  become  bank- 
rupt shall  depart  this  realm,  or  being  out  of  this  realta 
shall  remain  abroad,  or  shall  depart  firom  his  dwell- 
ing house  or  otherwise  absent  himself,  or  begin  to 
keep  his  house,  or  suffer  himself  to  be  arrested  or  taken 
in  execution  for  any  debt  not  due,  or  yield  himself  to 
prison,  or  suffer  himself  to  be  outlawed,  or  procure  him- 
self to  be  arrested  or  taken  in  execution,  or  his  goods, 
-  money,  or  chattels  to  be  attached,  sequestered,  or  taken 
in  execution,  or  make  or  cause  to  be  made,  either  within 
this  realm  or  elsewhere,  any  fraudulent  grant  or  convey- 
ance of  any  of  his  lands,  tenements,  goods,  or  chattels, 
or  make  or  cause  to  be  made  any  firaudulent  surrender 
of  any  of  his  copyhold  lands  or  tenements,  or  make  or 
cause  to  be  made  any  fraudulent  gift,  delivery,  or  transfer 
of  any  of  his  goods  or  chattels,  every  such  trader  doing, 
suffering,  procuring,  executing,  permitting,  making,  or 
causing  to  be  n:iade  any  of  the  acts,  deeds,  or  matters 
aforesaid,  with  intent  to  defeat  or  delay  his  creditors, 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  thereby  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy.'' 

And,  by  sect.  129,  "no  distress  for  rent  made  and 
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levied  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy  upon  the  goods  or  1868. 
effects  of  any  bankrupt,  whether  before  or  after  the  ^avu» 
issuing  of  the  fiat  or  the  filing  of  the  petition  for  ^^ 
adjudication  of  bankruptcy,  shall  be  available  for  more 
than  one  year's  rent  accrued  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
fiat  or  the  day  of  the  filing  of  such  petition,  but  the 
landlord  or  person  to  whom  the  rent  shall  be  due  shall 
be  allowed  to  come  in  as  a  creditor  for  the  overplus  of 
the  rent  due,  and  for  which  the  distress  shall  not  be 
available/' 

The  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  24  &  25  Vict  e.  134., 
took  effect  firom  and  after  the  11th  October,  1861,  and 
by  sect  232,  is  to  be  construed  together  with  so  much 
of  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106.  as  remains  unrepealed  as 
one  Act.  By  sect.  230  the  Acts  and  parts  of  Acts  set 
forth  in  its  schedule  G.,  to  the  extent  to  which  they  are 
therein  expressed  to  be  repealed,  and  all  other  Acts  or 
parts  of  Acts  which  are  inconsistent  with  it,  are  repealed. 
By  that  schedule  many  parts  of  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106. 
are  repealed,  but  not  sect  67  or  129.  Here  the  bank- 
ruptcy took  place  under  the  24  &  25  Vtct.  c.  134.  ss.  86, 
87. ;  but,  in  order  to  bring  a  case  within  sect.  129  of  the 
former  statute,  the  act  of  bankruptcy  need  not  be  that 
on  which  the  proceedings  are  ultimately  founded.  NichoU 
son  V.  Gooch  (a)  and  some  other  cases  will  be  relied  on, 
but  none  of  them  were  cases  where  a  distress  had  been 
made  by  a  landlord. 

Montague  Smith  {Kinffdon  and  Hooper  with  him.) — 
The  act  of  bankruptcy  mentioned  in  sect  129  of  stat. 
12  &  13  Vict.  e.  106.  must  be  understood  to  mean 
the  act  of  bankruptcy  on  which  the  proceedings  in 

(a)  5E.fB.  099. 
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1863.  bankruptcy  are  founded.  Were  this  otherwise,  the 
Yavu.  rights  of  a  landlord  might  always  be  defeated  by  proof 
Best  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  bankruptcy  after  any  lapse  of  time ;  whereas 
sect  88  enacts^  "  no  person  shall  be  liable  to  become 
bankrupt  by  reason  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  committed 
more  than  twelve  months  prior  to  the  issuing  of  any 
fiat  in  bankruptcy  or  the  filing  of  any  petition  for 
adjudication  of  bankruptcy  against  him,  and  that  no 
adjudication  of  bankruptcy  shall  be  deemed  invalid  b; 
reason  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy  prior  to  the  debt  of 
the  petitioning  creditor,  provided  there  be  a  suflScient 
act  of  bankruptcy  subsequent  to  such  debf  Moreover, 
under  this  statute,  the  mere  filing  a  declaration  of  in- 
solvency is  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  sects.  70.  93. ;  and 
here  the  party  was  not  made  bankrupt  by  his  creditors 
in  the  ordinary  way,  but  is  a  non-trader  made  so  on 
his  own  petition;  in  which  case  it  has  been  held  that 
the  title  of  the  assignees  does  not  relate  back  to  an 
alleged  fraudulent  preference  made  by  him ;  Stecenson 
V.  Newnhamy  in  error  (a).  [Blackburn  J.  That  case, 
though  subsequent  to  stat  12  &  18  Vict  c.  106.,  was 
decided  on  the  previous  stat  7  &  8  Vict  c.  96.]  The 
majority  of  the  Court,  p.  301,  thought  that  that  would 
make  no  difference.  Nickobon  v.  Gooch  (/>)  and  Monk 
V.  Sharp  {c\  both  decided  under  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  10&, 
are  to  the  same  effect  Wtghtman  J.  In  that  last  case 
there  was  no  prior  act  of  bankruptcy,  so  that  the  opinion 
given  there  was  extra-judicial.]  The  adjudication,  being 
tmder  the  new  Act,  cannot  deprive  the  defendant  of  his 
rights  under  the  former  Act.  [Blackburn  J.  Sect.  230 
of  stat.  24  &  25  Vict  c.  134.  contains  a  saving  of  every 
''  proceeding  pending,  or  any  right  that  has  arisen  or  may 

(a)  13  a  B.  285.  (b)  5E.  4'  B.  999. 

(c)  2H.^K,  540. 
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arise,  &c.,  under  or  by  virtue  of  any  of  the  Acts  or  parts       1863. 
of  Acts  repealed.'^]  Pauil 


Hariwftan^  in  reply. — The  answer  to  the  argument 
founded  on  hardship  is,  that  there  would  be  a  still  greater 
hardship  on  the  tenant  if  the  landlord  were  allowed  to 
distrain  for  rent  after  any  lapse  of  time.  M(mk  v. 
Sharp  (a)  has  been  already  distinguished ;  and  Stevenson 
V.  Neumham  (b)  was  not  decided  on  the  12  &  18  VicL 
c.  106.,  so  that  there  also  the  dicta  are  extra-judicial. 
{Blackburn  J.  The  difficulty  seems  to  arise  from 
sect  101  of  Stat.  12  &  18  Via.  c.  106.,  which  is  not 
repealed  by  24  &  25  Vict  c.  184,  whence  it  appears 
that,  when  the  creditor  petitions,  the  adjudication  is  to 
be  on  proof  of  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  and  of 
the  trading  and  act  of  bankruptcy,  but  when  the  debtor 
himself  does  so,  it  is  only  on  proof  of  the  filing  of  a 
declaration  of  insolvency.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

WiGHTHAN  J.  We  have  considered  this  case,  which 
was  argued  before  us  on  the  26th  November  last,  and  are  of 
opinion  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  our  judgment 

It  appears,  upon  the  pleadings  in  this  case,  that  on 
the  II th  October,  1861,  the  defendant  made  and  levied 
a  distress  upon  the  goods  of  Joseph  PauU  for  four  years' 
arrears  of  rent,  and  that  afterwards,  on  the  17th  October, 
the  said  Joseph  PaiiU  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt  upon  his 
own  petition. 

By  the  129th  section  of  the  12  &  18  Vuit  c.  106., 
(fl)  2H,^N,  640.  (ft)  13  a  B.  286. 


Best. 
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1863.  (and  which  section  is  still  unrepealed),  ''No  distress 
j^Zous  ^^'  ^^^  made  and  levied  after  an  act  of  bankmptcy 
Bk8t.  ^P^^  ^^  goods  or  effSscts  of  any  bankrupt,  whether  before 
or  after  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  or  the  filing  of  the 
petition  for  adjudication  of  bankruptqr,  shall  be  aTsil- 
able  for  more  than  one  year's  rent  aocmed  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  fiat  or  the  day  of  the  filing  of  such  petition." 
The  act  of  bankmptcy  upon  which  the  adjudication 
proceeded  being  the  filing  of  a  petition  by  the  bankmpt 
for  adjudication  against  himself,  which  is  made  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  by  the  86th  and  87th  sections  of  the  24  & 
25  VicL  c.  134  (which  came  into  operation  on  the  llih 
October,  1861),  and  which  petition  appears  not  to  have 
been  filed  until  after  the  distress  was  made  and  levied, 
the  129th  section  of  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106.  would 
not  apply  as  far  as  that  act  of  bankruptcy  is  concerned: 
but  it  appears  by  the  pleadings  that  the  bankrupt  had 
committed  a  previous  act  of  bankruptcy,  on  the  27th  of 
March,  1861,  by  making  a  fraudulent  conveyance  of  all 
his  goods  and  chattels  to  the  defendant;  and  it  was  con- 
tended for  the  plaintiffs  that,  as  the  distress  was  made 
and  levied  after  that  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  case  was 
within  the  129th  section  of  the  12  &  13  VicL  c.  106., 
the  words  of  that  section  being  very  general,  that  oo 
distress  for  rent  made  and  levied  after  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy shall  be  available  for  more  than  one  year's  rent. 
The  act  of  bankruptcy  however,  committed  on  the  27th 
of  March,  1861,  was  not  that  upon  which  the  abjudication 
of  bankruptcy  proceeded,  nor  was  any  attempt  made  by 
any  creditor  to  procure  an  adjudication  in  bankruptcy 
upon  that  act ;  and  it  appears  to  us  that,  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  129th  section  of  the  12  &  13  VicL  c.  106., 
the  act  of  bankruptcy  must  be  one  to  which  the  title  of 
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the  assignees  coiild  relate.  It  appears  by  the  pleadings,  iges. 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  petition  and  adjudication,  the  p^^^,^ 
bankrupt  was  not  a  trader  at  all,  and  the  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy  were  under  the  24  &  25  Vict  c.  134.,  which 
abolished  the  distinction  between  traders  and  non-traders. 
It  does  not  appear,  by  the  pleadings  in  this  case,  that 
at  the  time  of  the  distress  made  and  levied,  there  was  any 
creditor  who  could  have  obtained  an  adjudication  against 
the  bankrupt,  or  that  he  was  amenable  to  the  bankrupt 
laws  at  aD,  except  upon  his  own  petition. 

The  cases  of  Stevenson  v.  Neionham,  in  error  (a),  Nichol- 
son v.  Gooch  {b),  and  Monk  v.  Sharp  (e),  were  dted  upon 
the  ai^ument  as  authorities  to  shew  that  in  such  a  case  as 
the  present  there  is  no  relation  to  any  previous  act  of 
bankrnptcy,  and  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  act  of  bank- 
raptcy  contemplated  by  the  129th  sectidn  of  the  12  &  18 
Vict.  e.  106.  must  be  one  to  which  relation  might  be 
had  by  the  assignees  under  the  adjudication  in  bank- 
ruptcy, and  that  the  act  of  bankruptcy  in  question  is  not 
such  an  act,  and  that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the 
defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant* 

(«)  13  C.  B.  285.  (6)  6E.fB.  999. 


tot.  Ut  2  O  B.  &  s. 
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1863. 


^JS'it^^.  Ex  parte  Hatwabd. 

ihf^f  1-  J«Btic«fl  o^  the  peace  are  bound  by  stat  11  &  12  Vict,  e.  43.  *.  li 

Bunmumi  ^  lodge  with  the  cleric  of  the  peace  all  Bummaiy  convictions  which  take 

cmmctwM  P^*^®  before  them,  in  order  that  the  same  may  be  filed  among  the  records 

CUrk  to  ?!«-  ^^  *he  Quarter  Sessions. 

OctB  i    2.  A  mandamus  does  not  Ke  to  their  derk  for  this  purpose,  erea 

11  <f  12  Vict,  though  he  may  hare  received  the  fees  for  drawing  up  such  convictioDS 

c.  45.  M.  14:.  30.  •^o^®<l  under  sect.  30  of  that  Act. 

ET  J.  SMITH,  on  the  part  of  W.  W.  Hayward,  derk 
of  the  peace  for  the  city  of  Bochester,  moved 
for  a  rule  caUiiig  on  JS.  I^all,  clerk  to  the  justices 
there^  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  iasne 
commanding  him  to  return  to  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions^  from  the  hooka  in  his  possession,  all  sammarj 
convictions  before  the  justices  during  a  specified  period, 
in  order  that  the  same  might  be  filed  among  the  records 
of  the  Quarter  Sessions.  The  derk  to  the  justices  refosed 
to  make  the  return,  although  he  had  received  a  fee  of 
2s.  6d.  for  drawing  up  each  conviction :  and  the  justices, 
by  a  majority,  refused  to  make  an  order  on  him  to  make 
it.— 11  &  12  Vtct.  c.  48.  8.  14.,  after  providing  for  the 
hearing  of  complaints  and  informations  before  justices 
of  the  peace,  proceeds,  '^  and  if  he  or  they  convict  or 
make  an  order  against  the  defendant,  a  minute  or 
memorandum  thereof  shall  then  be  made,  for  which  no 
fee  shall  be  paid,  and  the  conviction  shall  afterwards  be 
drawn  up  by  the  said  justice  or  justices  in  proper  form, 
under  his  or  their  hand  and  seal  or  hands  and  seals, 
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and  he  or  they  shall  cause  the  same  to  be  lodged  mth  I86d. 
the  clerk  of  the  peace^  to  be  by  him  filed  among  the  ixparte" 
records  of  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace.'' 
By  sect.  30,  the  fees  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  clerk  of 
the  special  sessions,  or  clerk  of  the  petty  sessions,  or 
derk  to  any  justice  or  justices  out  of  sessions,  are  to  be 
settled  as  therein  prescribed.  It  is  important  that  these 
documents  be  returned  to  the  Quarter  Sessions,  as  they 
are  the  only  CTidence  of  previous  convictions  before  the 
justices.  [Cromptan  J.  Your  application  should  have 
been  against  the  justices.  The  Legislature  have  not 
imposed  this  duty  on  their  clerk,  who  is  only  their 
servant] 

Per  Curiam.  (Wiohtman,  Cbompton  and  Mellor 
JJ.)  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  these  convictions 
ought  to  be  returned  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace.  The 
justices  are  bound  to  direct  their  clerk  to  return  them, 
and,  if  they  do  not,  are  perhaps  indictable  for  disobeying 
the  statute.  But  we  cannot  direct  the  clerk  to  make 
the  return. 

Rule  refused* 


2  o  2 
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^onAry,^       In  re  Banes,  appellant,  Goodwik,  respondent. 

20  4*  21  Vict.  ^'  -^  ^'^  convicted  by  jnstieee  on  an  information  applied  to  them 
e  &  8  2.  '  ^^^  ^  c^®  ^'  ^  superior  Court,  under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43.  <.  2. 
Transmission  -^^^  ***•  ^'^^  delirored  by  the  juatices'  clerk  to  the  appellant's  attorney 
of  case  to  ^^  *^*  ^^**  December^  1862,  who  gave  notice  of  appeal  and  a  copy  to 

Juverior  Court,  *^*  opposite  attorney ;  and  on  the  Ist  January^  1863,  sent  by  port  the 
'town  aaent.  '  ^^&P^  ^  ^^  London  agent  to  be  lodged  in  (jourt  The  London  ageot 
Sendinabv '  received  the  case  the  next  day,  but  did  not  lodge  it  until  the  10th :  held, 
p^^  ^  ^  that  the  case  had  not  been  duly  transmitted  to  the  Court  according  to 
^     '  the  statute. 

2.  Qtuere  whether,  if  such  a*  case  is  duly  put  into  a  regular  coune  of 
transmission  to  the  Court,  e,  g,  by  post,  and  aoes  not  reach  it  within  time 
in  consequence  of  somethmg  over  which  the  sender  has  no  control,  this 
is  a  compUanoe  with  the  statute. 

/^RAY  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  in  this  Term^  to  strike 
out  of  the  Crown  paper  a  case  of  Banks^  appellants 

Goodwin,  respondent,  stated  for  the  opinion  of  thisCoiirt 
under  stat  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43.  s^ct  2 ;  on  the  ground 
that  the  provisions  of  that  statute  had  not  been  complied 
with. 

The  appellant  had  been  charged  before  two  justices  for 
the  county  of  Stafford,  sitting  at  Leek,  on  an  information 
laid  by  the  respondent,  for  unlawfully  fishing,  and  con- 
yicted  in  a  penalty  of  5/.  Having  applied  to  the  justices, 
under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  48.  s.  2.,  for  a  case  for  the 
opinion  of  this  Court,  it  was,  on  the  31st  December,  1862, 
delivered  by  their  clerk  to  the  appellant's  attorney,  who 
delivered  a  copy  of  it,  with  notice  of  appeal,  to  the 
respondents  attorney,  and  on  the  1st  o{  January,  1863, 
transmitted  the  original  by  post  to  his  own  London 
agent  for  the  purpose  of  being  lodged  in  the  Crown  ofiBce 
of  this  Court.  The  agent  received  the  case  on  the  2d 
January,  but  did  not  lodge  it  until  the  10th,  when  he 


Bahkb, 


ODWIW, 

respondent 
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set  it  down  for  argument  on  the  24th^  and  gave  notice  1868. 

accordingly  to  the  town  agent  of   the  respondent's  j^^ 

attorney. 


M'Mahon  shewed  cause.— Stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43. 
enacts,  sect.  2  :  "  After  the  hearing  and  determination 
by  a  justice  or  justices  of  the  peace  of  any  information 
or  complaint  which  he  or  they  have  power  to  determine 
in  a  summary  way,  by  any  law  now  in  force  or  here- 
after to  be  made,  either  party  to  the  proceeding  before 
the  said  justice  or  justices  may^  if  dissatisfied  with  the 
said  determination  as  being  erroneous  in  point  of  law, 
apply  in  writing  within  three  days  after  the  same  to  the 
said  justice  or  justices,  to  state  and  sign  a  case  setting 
forth  the  facts  and  the  grounds  of  such  determination^ 
for  the  opinion  thereon,  of  one  of  the  superior  Courts  of 
law  to  be  named  by  the  party  applying ;  and  such  party, 
hereinafter  called  'the  appellant/  shall  within  three 
days  after  receiving  such  case,  transmit  the  same  to  the 
Court  named  in  his  application,  first  giving  notice  in 
^tmg  of  such  appeal,  with  a  copy  of  the  case  so  stated 
and  signed,  to  the  other  party  to  the  proceeding  in 
which  the  determination  was  given  hereinafter  called 
the  respondent'* 

If  this  Statute  had  required  notice  of  the  appeal  to  be 
"given  to  one  of  the  Masters  of  the  Court,"  as  is 
required  by  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854, 
17  &  18  VicL  c.  125.  *.  87.,  it  would  not  be  complied 
with  until  the  case  was  lodged  in  the  Court  But  it 
uses  the  word  '<  transmit,"  and  the  question  is  what  is 
the  meaning  of  that  word.  RtcJiardsan's  Dictionary 
defines  it ''  to  send  over  or  across :  to  send,  to  pass  over 
(to  another),''  and  it  is  therefore  enough  if  the  party 
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1868.        does  all  he  reasonably  can  to  ensure  its  arrival  at  the 
Inro         Court  in  ordinary  course.     Thus^  if  he  sends  it  by  post, 
am^nt      *^^  ^  consequence  of  a  delay  in  the  post  office^  or  of  the 
GooDwiK,     line  of  railway  being  broken  up  by  a  floodlit  does  not  arrive 
in  time^  he  is  not  responsible.  It  is  however  to  be  observed 
that  the  statute  only  says  he  *'  shall  within  three  ia:p 
transmitj''  not "  shall  transmit  within  three  days.''  Here 
the  case  was  sent  through  the  town  agent>  which  the 
officers  of  the  Crown  Office  say  is  the  usual  practice. 
On  an  opposite  construction,  if  the  case  reached  the  town 
agent  on  the  day  immediately  preceding  the  Ckrittmas 
or  Eoiter  holidays^  the  right  of  appeal  would  be  lost. 
[Cochbum  C.  J.    If  the  case,  after  it  was  sent  off^  were 
arrested  on  its  road  by  some  convulsion  of  nature,  or  by  the* 
act  of  some  person  for  whose  conduct  the  sender  is  not 
responsible,  that  might  be  sufficient.    But  suppose  the 
appellant  started  from  the  country  with  the  case  inorderto 
bring  it  to  town,  and  stopped  on  the  way  to  amuse  him- 
self, or  suppose  he  sent  it  by  a  special  messenger,  who 
did  so,  it  cannot  there  be  said  to  be  in  the  course  of 
transmission.     Is  not  the  sending  it  to  an  agent  to  be 
forwarded,  who  delays  it  in  his  office^  the  same  thing?] 
The  appellant's  contention  seems  supported  by  the  lan- 
guage of  sects.  6  and  7,  the  former  of  which,  sect.  6,  says, 
'^  The  Court  to  which  a  caise  is  transmitted  under  this 
Act  shall  hear  and  determine  the  question  or  questions 
of  law  arising  thereon,  and  shall  thereupon  reverse, 
affirm,  or  amend  the  determination  in  respect  of  which 
the  case  has  been  stated,  or  remit  the  matter  to  the 
justice  or  justices,  with  the  opinion  of  the  Court  thereon, 
&c.''  And  by  sect  7.  ''The  Court  for  the  opinion  of  which 
a  case  is  stated  shaU  have  power,  if  they  think  fit,  to  cause 
the  case  to  be  sent  back  for  amendment,  and  thereupon 
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the  same  shall  be  amended  accordingly^  and  judgment 
shall  be  delivered  after  it  shall  have  been  amended/' 
Hence  it  appears  that  "send  back/'  in  sect.  7,  is  a 
translation  of  "  remit/'  in  sect.  6. 

There  is  no  express  decision  on  the  pointy  for,  though 
several  caaes  have  been  decided  on  this  subject^  none  of 
them  touch  it  fFoodhause,  appt.,  fFoods,  respt.  {a), 
decides  that  giving  the  respondent  notice  in  writing  of 
the  appeal^  with  a  copy  of  the  case^  is  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  right  to  have  it  heard.  Morgan,  appty 
Edwards,  respt  (b),  decides  that  transmitting  the  case 
to  the  Court  is  also  a  condition  precedent,  and  cannot 
be  waived ;  but  there  the  case  had  not  been  lodged  in 
time,  and  no  notice  had  been  sent  to  the  respondent. 
PewneU,  appt..  The  Churchwardeiu  of  Uxbridge,  respts.  {c), 
Blaehbum  J.  decided  that  the  case  must  be  transmitted 
to  the  Court  within  three  days  after  the  receipt  of  it 
hy  the  appellant  In  Jshdown,  appt.,  Curtis,  respt  (d), 
notice  of  appeal  was  not  given  to  the  respondent  before 
the  case  was  lodged  in  Court  The  case  had  been 
delivered  to  the  appellant  on  the  7th  February;  on 
Saturday,  the  8th,  he  sent  it  to  the  Crown  Office,  and 
also  a  letter  by  post  to  the  respondent  containing  notice 
of  appeal  and  the  case,  which  the  latter  received  in  due 
course  of  post  on  Sunday:  Wightman  J,  held  that  the 
respondent  could  not  be  said  to  have  had  notice  until  he 
received  it  on  Sunday,  and  that  was  too  late.  [Blackburn 
J.  That  decision  is  against  you,  because,  if  putting  the 
case  into  the  post  office  is  equivalent  to  giving  notice, 
the  notice  there  was  in  time.]  These  cases  construe 
the  section  too  stringently,  in  taking  for  granted  that 

(fl)  29  X.  J,  M.  a  149 ;  6  Jurist,  N,  S.  421.  (A)  5  ^  #  N.  415. 

(r)  8  Jurist,  N.  5.,  99 ;  31  X.  J  M.  C.  02. 
((f)  8  Jurist,  N.  8.011;  31  L.  J.  M.  C.  216. 


1868. 

In  re 
Banks, 

appellant, 
GFooDWiir, 
respondent. 
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appellant, 
Goodwin, 
respondeat. 


1863.  "  trammitted^'  means  ''  lodged  in  Courf  It  is  a  penal 
In  j^  enactment  as  regards  the  appellant^  for  if  the  vpfcil  he 
m>ell^k  ^^^  transmitted  as  directed  he  not  only  loses  his  light  to 
appeal,  but  forfeits  the  recognizances  which  he  is  re- 
quired by  sect  8  to  give  before  a  case  can  be  deUvered 
to  him  by  the  justices.  [He  cited  Bey.  y«  The  Justices 
of  the  North  Siding,  7  Q.  B.  154.] 

Gray  {Davenport  with  him),  in  support  of  the  role.— 
This  statute  gives  the  parties  to  informations  befiire 
justices  a  right  which  they  did  not  previously  possesB, 
of  appealing  to  one  of  the  Courts  at  Westminster.  The 
Legislature  has,  however,  given  that  right  subject  to 
conditions,  one  of  which  is  that  the  appeal  be  transmitted 
to  the  Court  within  three  days  after  receipt  of  it  from 
the  justices.  The  primary  meaning  of  **  transmit^'  is 
"  to  put  over,''  from  one  place  to  another,  and  there  is 
BO  transmission  until  the  putting  over  is  completed;  at 
the  same  time  it  must  be  conceded  that  transmit  is  not 
always  used  in  that  sense.  Transmission  cannot,  how- 
ever, mean  sending  the  case  off  to  the  Crown  Office ; 
but  means  lodging  it  there.  The  construction  of  the 
other  side  would  lead  to  this  absurdity,  that  the  appellant 
might  keep  the  case  in  his  pocket  until  he  had  served 
the  other  party  with  notice ;  and,  as  that  party  has  no 
means  of  forcing  on  the  appeal,  the  execution  of  the 
conviction  might  be  indefinitely  suspended.  [  Crompton  J. 
Sect.  6  seems  to  use  the  word  in  your  sense,  for  it  says: 
^'  The  Court  to  which  a  case  tf  transmitted  shall  hear 
and  determine' the  question  or  questions  of  law  arising 
thereon.''  Cochbum  C.  J.  The  Legislature  could  hardly 
have  meant  that  no  difference  was  to  be  made  between 
an  appellant  living  in  a  county  adjoining  the  metropolis 
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and  one  living  100  miles  from  it.]      [They  were  then        1863. 


In  re 
Bavu, 


.] 


CocKBxniN  C.  J.    We  are  all  agreed  that  this  rule    ^^^l^l 
should  be  made  absolute^  although  we  are  not  of  one 
accord  as  to  the  grounds. 

I  am  quite  satisfied  that  the  interpretation  sought  to  be 
pat  on  Stat.  20  &  21  Vici.  c.  48.  t.  2.,  by  Mr.  M'' Malum,  u  e. 
that  the  mere  act  of  sending  ojf  the  case,  the  starting  it  on 
its  way  to  the  Court  which  it  is  meant  to  reach,  is  enough, 
is  not  the  correct  one.  If,  indeed,  a  party  in  the  country 
sends  off  his  case,  so  that,  throughout  its  progress  to  the 
Court  it  may  be  said  to  be  in  the  course  of  transmission, 
I  think  that  would  be  sufficient  For  we  are  not  to  put 
a  strained  construction  on  flie  word  ''  transmit,''  but  see 
what  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  when  they 
used  i^  and  what  was  the  object  they  meant  to  secure. 
Their  meaning  was  that  the  party  who  obtains  the  case 
shall  send  it  off  within  three  days,  so  that  it  shall 
reach  the  Court  with  the  greatest  dispatch --that  would 
satisfy  the  exigency  of  the  statute.  Here  that  con- 
dition has  not  been  complied  with.  For,  although  this 
case  was  sent  off  by  the  appellant  from  the  country  within 
the  three  days,  yet,  when  it  reached  his  agent  in  London, 
that  agent,  instead  of  sending  it  on  without  delay,  so  as 
to  be  on  its  way  to  the  Court,  kept  it  for  eight  days 
lying  in  his  office.  I  cannot  hold  that  a  document 
is  in  the  course  of  being  transmitted  which,  instead  of 
heing  sent  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things,  remains  in 
the  hands  of  a  party  under  such  circumstances ;  and 
for  the  omission  of  that  party  during  those  eight  days, 
the  appellant  is  clearly  responsible,  seeing  that  that 
party  was  his  agent. 


L 
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1863.  1^®  oonsiruction  which  is  sought  to  be  put  on  this 

J^        statute  by  Mr.  Gray  is  that  the  case  is  not  transmitted 

•^i)€a5nt.      ^  *^®  superior  Court  untU  it  is  expedited  on  to  the 

OooDwiH,     Court.     But  on  that  construction  the  agent  here  waa 
responaent 

equally  in  the  wrong,  for  he  did  not  expedite  it  until 

the  three  days  had  gone  by. 

The  appellant  has  therefinre  failed  to  comply  with  a 

condition  precedent,  and  his  appeal  consequently  cannot 

be  heard. 

Cbompton  J.  I  incUne  to  the  opinion  that  the  con- 
struction of  the  statute  which  Mr.  Gray  has  laid  before 
us  is  the  correct  one.  There  is  some  difficulty  in  the 
matter,  but,  looking  at  all  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  it 
seems  to  mean  that  the  case  shall  be  lodged  in  Court 
within  the  spedfied  time,  and  there  would  be  great 
inconvenience  if  that  were  not  so.  And  it  is  very  diffi- 
cult to  my  mind  to  see  that,  while  the  case  is  in  the 
hands  of  the  attorney,  it  can  be  said  to  be  transmitted 
to  the  Court :  at  any  rate  sect.  2  of  the  statute  means 
that  the  case  is  to  be  sent  off,  and  it  might  be  sufiScient 
if  it  were  sent  off  in  the  usual  course  to  the  London 
agent  to  be  forwarded  to  the  Court.  But  the  word 
''transmif'  does  not  apply  solely  to  cases  decided  in 
the  country,  for  appeals  may  arise  in  town.  In  any 
view  of  the  statute,  I  can  see  no  difference  between  the 
attorney  and  the  agent  Sending  the  case  off  may  in 
some  cases  mean  sending  it  on  a  course  by  which  it 
might  r^ularly  come  to  the  Court,  but  it  is  quite 
dear  that  if  the  attorney  keeps  it  in  his  pocket  that 
will  not  do.  Therefore  on  the  ground  put  by  Mr.  Gray, 
and  also  because  this  case  cannot  be  said  to  be  trans- 
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mitted  while  it  is  in  the  hands  of  the  London  agent^  I        1868. 

agree  that  this  rule  must  be  made  absolute.  in  re 

Banks, 

appellant, 

Blackburn  J.  One  condition  of  an  appeal  of  this  ,^^^^^^ 
kind  being  heard  is^  that  the  appellant  shall,  within 
three  days^  transmit  it  to  the  superior  Court,  and  the 
question  is,  has  that  been  complied  with  ?  As  at  present 
advised,  I  think  the  condition  not  complied  with  until 
the  transmission  is  complete, — until  the  case  is  lodged 
with  the  Court,  and  tihat  must  be  within  three  days. 
But  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  that  point,  and  I  give 
no  final  opinion  upon  it.  Perhaps  if  the  case  had  been 
pat  in  the  possession  of  an  independent  third  party,  e.  g. 
the  Post  Office,  and  so  put  out.  of  the  control  of  the 
appellaut,  and  there  had  been  default  in  the  Post  Office, 
that  would  do,  but  I  should  be  sorry  if  any  thing  I  say 
were  to  encourage  appellants  to  trust  such  matters  to 
the  Post.  But  here  the  case  was  sent  by  the  appellant's 
attorney  to  his  London  agent,  and  retained  in  his  hands 
considerably  beyond  the  three  days,  and  I  consider  the 
attorney  and  agent  as  the  same.  The  appellant  there- 
fore has  not  in  any  sense  complied  with  the  requisites 
of  the  statute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Monday^ 
January  19tlL 

DrafMtio 
Literary 

c.i5. 

6  #  6  Vict. 

C.45. 

6  #  7  Viet. 

C.68. 

Fartnership., 


Lton  and  Wife  against  Enowles. 

K,,  the  licensed  proprietor  of  a  theatre,  under  stat  6  &  7  Viet,  c,  68., 
entered  into  an  azrangement  with  D.  whereby  D*  had  the  use  of  the'theatn 
for  dramatic  entertainments.  D.  provided  the  company,  had  the  selectica 
of  the  pieces  to  be  represented,  together  with  the  entire  management  of 
their  representation,  and  exdnsive  control  over  the  persons  employed  in 
the  theatre.  K,,  on  his  part,  paid  for  printing  and  advertising,  foniished 
the  lighting,  door  keepers,  scene  shifters  and  supernumeraries,  and  hired 
the  band,  music  being  a  necessary  part  of  the  performance.  The  monej 
taken  at  tlie  door  was  taken  by  servants  of  £,  who  retained  one  half  of 
the  aros3  receipts  as  his  remuneration  for  the  use  of  the  theatre,  and 
hanaed  the'  other  half  to  JD.  Among  the  pieces  repres^ited  were  tvo 
which  X.  had  the  sole  liberty  «f  representing  or  causing  to  be  represented 
&c.,  as  assignee  of  the  author,  und»  the  Dramatic  literary  property  Acts, 
S&4W.4.C.  15.  and6&6r«;^.  C.45.  Held  that  no  action  under  thoee 
statutes  was  maintainable  by  L.  against  K^  as  the  above  &cts  did  not 
shew  that  those  pieces  had  oeen  represented  &c.  by  him,  or  that  then 
was  a  partnership  between  2>.  and  him  so  as  to  render  him  liable  for  the 
representation  &c,  of  them  by  D. 

nPHIS  was  an  action  nnder  the  8  &  4  fF,  4  c  15., 
'^  To  amend  tbe  laws  relating  to  dramatic  literary 
property/'  The  first  count  alleged  that  the  defendant 
unlawfully  represented^  and  caused  to  be  represented, 
at  certain  places  of  dramatic  entertainment,  &c.,  without 
the  consent  in  writing  of  the  plaintifi^,  a  certain  dramatic 
piece,  whereof  the  plaintiflF  was  proprietor,  and  had  the 
sole  liberty  of  representing,  or  causing  to  be  represented, 
at  any  place  or  places  of  dramatic  entertainment,  &C; 
as  assignee  of  the  author. 

The  second  count  was  in  similar  form  on  another 
dramatic  piece. 

The  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  traverses 
of  the  sole  right  of  representation  of  the  plaintiff  and 
of  the  assignments.     Issue. 

On  the  trial,  before  Blackburn  J.,  at  the  Sittings  for 
Middlesex  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1861,  it  appeared  that 
the  plaintiff  wais  assignee  of  the  sole  right  of  represent- 
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ing^  or  causing  to  be  represented^  the  two  pieces  in  1863. 
question.  The  defendant  was  the  licensed  proprietor  of  i^ 
a  theatre  at  Manchester,  and,  in  1860,  an  arrangement  ^^oirhm 
was  made  between  him  and  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Dillon,  by  which  the  defendant  let  him  the  use  of  the 
theatre  for  the  purpose  of  dramatic  entertainments. 
Under  this  arrangement  Dillon  provided  the  Company, 
and  had  the  selection  of  the  pieces  to  be  represented, 
together  with  the  entire  management  of  their  represen- 
tation, and  exclusive  control  over  the  persons  employed 
in  the  theatre.  The  defendant,  on  his  part,  paid  for 
printing  and  advertising,  furnished  the  lighting,  door 
keepers,  scene  shifters  and  supernumeraries,  and  hired  the 
band,  music  being  a  necessary  part  of  the  performance. 
The  money  taken  at  the  doors  was  taken  by  servants 
of  the  defendant,  who  retained  one  half  of  the  grots 
receipts  as  his  remuneration  for  the  use  of  the  theatre, 
and  handed  the  otli^r  half  to  Dillon.  Among  the  pieces 
represented  were  those    of   which    the   plaintiff  was 


On  this  evidence  it  was  objected,  by  the  counsel  for 
the  defendant,  that  there  was  no  proof  that  those  pieces 
were  represented,  or  caused  to  be  represented,  by  the 
defendant;  but  the  learned  Judge,  reserving  leave  to 
move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  plea 
of  not  guilty,  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  who  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  28/. 

Pigoii  Serjt.,  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly, 
m  Hilary  Term,  1862. 

Huddleston  shewed  cause. — This  action  is  brought 
under  stat.  3  Sc  4  fV.  4.  c.  15.,  the  first  section  of  which 
enacts  that  ^'  the  author  of  any  tragedy,  comedy,  play. 
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1863.       opera^  iarce^  or  any  other  dramatic  piece  or  eDtertain** 
Ltom        ment,  composed,  and  not  printed  and  published  by  the 
KiiowLKs.     Author  thereof  or  his  assignee,  or  which  hereafter  shall 
be  composed,  and  not  printed  or  published  by  the  author 
thereof  or  his  assignee,  or  the  assignee  of  such  author, 
shall  have  as  his  own  property  the  sole  liberty  of  re- 
presenting, or  causing  to  be  represented,  at  any  place 
or  places  of  dramatic  entertainment  whatsoever,  in  any 
part  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ire- 
land, in  the  Isles  of  Man,  Jersey,  and  Guernsey,  or  ib 
any  part  of  the  British  dominions,  any  such  production 
as  aforesaid,  not  printed  and  published  by  the  author 
thereof  or  his  assignee,  and  shall  be  deemed  and  takoi 
to  be  the  proprietor  thereof;  and  that  the  author  of 
any  sudi  production,  printed  and  published  within  ten 
years  before  the  passing  of  this  Act  by  the  author 
thereof  or  his  assignee,  or  which  shall  hereafter  be  so 
printed  and  published,  or  the  assignee  of  such  author, 
shall,  from  the  time  of  passing  this  Act,  or  firom  the 
time  of  such  publication  respectively,  until  the  end  of 
twenty-eight  years  from  the  day  of  such  first  publication 
of  the  same,  and  also,  if  the  author  or  authors,  or  the 
survivor  of  the  authors,  shall  be  living  at  the  end  of 
that  period,  during  the  residue  of  his  natural  life,  hare 
as  his  own  property  the  sole  liberty  of  representing,  or 
causing  to  be  represented,  the  same  at  any  such  place 
of  dramatic  entertainment  as  aforesaid,  and  shall  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  the  proprietor  thereof:  Pro- 
vided nevertheless,  that  nothing  in  this  Act  contained 
shall  prejudice,  alter,  or  affect  the  right  or  authority  of 
any  person  to  represent  or  cause  to  be  represented,  at 
any  place  or  places  of  dramatic  entertainment  what- 
soever, any  such  production  as  aforesaid,  in  all  cases  in 
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which  the  author  thereof  or  his  assignee  shall^  previously        1863. 
to  the  passing  of  this  Act,  have  given  his  consent  to  or        Ltoh 
authorized  such  representation,  but  that  such  sole  liberty     Ksovles. 
of  the  author  or  his  assignee  shall  be  subject  to  such 
right  or  authority." 

By  sect.  2,  **  if  any  person  shall,  during  the  continu- 
ance of  such  sole  liberty  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the 
intent  of  this  Act,  or  right  of  the  author  or  his  as- 
signee, represent  or  cause  to  be  represented,  without 
the  consent  in  writing  of  the  author  or  other  proprietor 
first  had  and  obtained,  at  any  place  of  dramatic  enter^ 
tainment  within  the  limits  aforesaid,  any  such  produc- 
tion as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  every  such  offender 
shall  be  liable  for  each  and  every  such  representation  to 
the  payment  of  an  amount  not  less  than  forty  shillings, 
or  to  the  full  amount  of  the  benefit  or  advantage  arising 
from  such  representation,  or  the  injury  or  loss  sustained 
by  the  plaintiff  therefrom,  whichever  shall  be  the  greater 
damages,  to  the  author  or  other  proprietor  of  such  pro- 
duction so  represented  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  this  Act,  to  be  recovered,  &c.,  by  such  author 
or  other  proprietors,  in  any  Court  having  jurisdiction 
in  such  cases  in  that  part  of  the  said  United  Kingdom 
or  of  the  British  dominions  in  which  the  offence  shall 
be  committed ;  and  in  every  such  proceeding  where  the 
sole  liberty  of  such  author  or  his  assignee  as  aforesaid 
shall  be  subject  to  such  right  or  authority  as  aforesaid,  it 
shall  be  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to  state  that  he  has 
such  sole  liberty,  without  stating  the  same  to  be  subject 
to  such  right  or  authority,  or  otherwise  mentioning  the 
same." 

Sect.  8  provides  that  "  all  actions  or  proceedings  for 
any  offence  or  injury  that  shall  be  committed  against 
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1R63.  this  Act  ahall  be  brought,  sued,  and  commenced  irithin 
L^Q,  twelve  calendar  months  next  after  such  ofiEenoe  com- 
mitted, or  else  the  same  shall  be  void  and  of  no  effect" 
By  5  &  6  Vict  c.  45.  s.  20.  the  term  of  the  sole  liberty 
of  representing  dramatic  pieces  ^ven  by  the  former  Act 
is  extended,  and  the  benefits  of  both  Acts  are  extended 
to  musical  compositions. 

The  defendant  represented  these  pieces  within  tlie 
meaning  of  these  statutes.    He  was  the  proprietor  of 
the  theatre  where  their  representation  took  place,  and 
was  licensed  as  such  under  6  &  7  Vtct  e.  68.,  whereby 
all  houses  or  other  places  of  public  resort  for  the  public 
performance  of  stage  plays  are  required  to  be  licensed 
by  the  lord  chamberlain  or  justices  of  the  peace,  sects.  2, 
8, 5,  6;  whicfi  license  shall  not  be  granted  to  any  person 
except  the  actual  and  responsible  manager  for  the  time 
being,  sect.  7.    The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  give 
authors  the  most  extensive  powers  of  enforcing  their 
copjrrights  in  their  works,  an  intention  which  would  be 
frustrated,  and  a  wide  door  to  fraud  opened,  if  persons 
in  the  position  of  the  defendant  could  act  as  he  has 
done  without  infringing  those  rights.    The  money  for 
the  representation  of  these  pieces  was  collected  by  his 
servants,  and  he  received  half  of  it  as  his  profit;  and  he 
cannot  divest  himself  of  responsibility  by  del^ating  to 
another  person  the  right  of  choosing  the  pieces  to  be 
played,  and  the  control  over  the  parties  playing  them. 
If  an  actor  takes  a  benefit  the  house  is  his  for  the  night, 
but  that  does  not  exempt  the  lessee  from  responsibility 
for  what  is  done  on  that  occasion.    [^Crompton  J.   If  the 
parties  here  had  divided  the  net  profits,  they  might  per* 
haps  be  looked  on  as  partners,  but  they  divided  the  grou 
profits.]     That  strengthens  the  plaintiff's  case. 
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The  other  side  will  probably  rely  on  Russetty.  Briant  (a).        1863. 
In  that  case  the  defendant,  who  was  keeper  of  a  tavern,        Lton 
let  a  room  in  it  for  the  purpose  of  giving  public  vocal     Knowlib, 
and  musical  entertainments,  furnished  the  platform, 
benches  and  lights,   and  allowed  placards  describing 
the  intended  performances    to  be   stuck   up  in   the 
tavern.    Programmes  of  the  entertainment  were  cir- 
culated by  the  party  hiring  the  room,  and  tickets  of 
admission  were  sold  by  him,  and  also  by  a  servant  of  the 
defendant  at  the  bar  of  the  tavern, — one  ticket  being  sold 
by  the  defendant  himself.     Two  musical  compositions 
of  which  the  plaintiff  there  was  author  and  proprietor 
having  been  played  and  sung  in  that  room,  this  was 
held  not  a  representation  or  causing  to  be  represented 
bythe  defendant  within  the  stat  3  &  4  ^  4.  e.  15.  and 
5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45.     Mauk  J.  says  during  the  argument, 
p.  864,  '' AU  who  concur  in  causing  a  thing  to  be  done, 
are  persons  who  cause  it  to  be  done.''     Wilde  C.  J., 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says,  p.  848, 
"  We  think, — having  regard  to  the  object  of  the  Act,  and 
the  language  of  the  2d  section,  that  no  one  can  be  con- 
sidered as  an  offender  against  the  provisions  of  it,  so  as 
to  subject  himself  to  an  action  of  this  nature,  unless,  by 
himself,  or  his  agent,  he  actually  takes  part  in  a  repre- 
sentation which  is  a  violaticm  of  copyright.     And,  if  it 
were  to  be  held,  that  all  those  who  supply  some  of  the 
means  of  representation  to  him  who  actually  represents, 
are  to  be  regarded  as  thereby  constituting  him  their 
agent,  and  thus  causing  the  representation,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Act,  such  a  doctrine  would,  we  think, 
embrace  a  class  of  persons  not  at  all  intended  by  the 

(a)  8  C.  B,  836. 
VOL.    III.  2   P  B.    &   S. 
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1863.        Legislature.^^     But  the  defendant  in  that  cue  was  not 
Lton        ^  the  same  position  as  the  defendant  here,  who  has 
Kkowlks.     supplied  for  this   performance  the    necessaiy  music, 
together  with  the  supernumeraries  and  scene  shifters. 

Piffott  Serjt.  {Miboard  with  him),  in  support  of  the 
rule. — The  arrangement  by  which  the  defendant  was  to 
take  the  money  at  the  doors  was  only  a  mode  of  payment 
All  the  evidence  shews  that  he  had  no  intention  of 
yiolating  the  statute.  [^Blackburn  J.  That  is  not  the 
question.  If  the  defendant  violated  the  statute  through 
a  blunder,  however  innocent  in  intention,  he  must  make 
compensation  to  the  plaintiff.]  It'  is  a  contradiction  to 
say  that  a  man  who  could  neither  prevent  nor  control 
the  representation  of  a  particular  piece,  as  was  the  case 
here,  is  the  party  representing  it.  A  man  who  lets  a 
house  to  another  is  not  responsible  for  an  illegal  act 
done  in  it  by  the  person  who  has  hired  it.  Bussett 
V.  Briant  (a)  is  an  authority  for  the  defendant  [He 
was  then  stopped.] 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  This  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 
If  Dillon  and  his  company  could  be  in  any  sense  regarded 
as  the  company  of  the  defendant,  he  might  be  considered 
as  representing,  or  caiising  to  be  represented,  the  piece 
in  questioiL     But  the  facts  are  quite  otherwise. 

As  I  understand  the  evidence,  the  defendant  made 
over  to  Dilhn  the  use  of  this  theatre,  to  perform  therem 
with  his  company  such  pieces  as  he  should  be  minded 
to  represent  there.  All  that  the  defendant  did  was  to 
stipulate  that  his  servants  should  receive  the  proceeds, 

(a)  8  C.  B,  896. 
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in  order  that  the  remuneration  which  he  contracted  for  1868. 
should  be  secared  to  him.  But  the  theatre^  with  its  lton 
accessories^  lights,  band,  &c.,  were  under  the  direction  Kxowuifl. 
and  control  of  Dillan,  and  the  defendant  had  divested 
himself  both  of  the  right  to  interfere  in  the  choice  of 
the  pieces  to  be  represented,  and  of  any  veto  to  be  exer- 
cised by  him  as  to  providing,  acting  or  representing  any 
particnhir  piece.  The  defendant  is  nothing  more  than 
the  proprietor  of  the  theatre,  who  has  transferred  for 
the  time  the  exercise  of  all  his  rights  in  it  as  such  to 
Ditton.  It  therefore  appears  to  me  that  Dillon  is  the 
person  who  represented  any  pieces  represented  there 
while  he  had  the  sole  possession.  If  it  had  been  made 
out  that  there  was  a  joint  action  or  control  over  the 
performances  by  the  defendant  and  Dillon,  so  that  they 
could  be  considered  partners,  that  might  have  been  a 
very  di£Rsrent  matter.  But  here  there  was  nothing  in 
common  between  them  except  that  the  gtoss  proceeds 
were  shared.  Does  that  make  them  partners?  In  ordar 
to  constitute  a  partnership  between  two  persons  there 
most  be  a  participation  of  profits  between  them  as  such, 
vhereas  here  the  stipulation  was  that  the  defendant 
should  have  half  of  the  gross  profits  of  the  theatre  in 
tieu  of  being  paid  any  sum  as  rent  for  the  use  of  it. 

Cbompton  J.  I  have  arrived  at  the  same  conduaion. 
It  is  established  by  the  decision  in  Bussell  v.  Briant(a% 
and  rightly,  that  the  relation  of  landlord,  who  for  money 
lets  the  use  of  a  theatre  to  performers,  is  not  sufficient 
under  this  statute  to  make  him  a  person  causing  the 
representation  of  pieces  in  that  theatre.  And  the  ques-* 
(a)  8(7.^.886. 
2  p  2 
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1863.  tion  is,  whetlier  looking  at  the  present  caae  fiiMy,  it 
J^  amounts  to  more  than  this,  that  the  rent  of  the  theatre 
Khowlm  is  to  be  paid  by  part  of  the  profits.  In  one  respect 
I  do  not  agree  with  my  brother  Plgott: — I  do  not 
think  that  the  defendant's  divesting  himself  of  control 
over  the  theatre  would  divest  him  of  liidnlity  if  he  and 
Dillon  were  partners.  Suppose  there  had  been  an 
agreement  of  partnership  between  the  defendant  and 
DUlan  that  each  should  contribute  so  much  money,  or 
that  each  should  contribute  so  much  capital,  though  of  a 
different  kind,  and  the  theatre  were  taken  between  them, 

1  should  think  the  act  of  either  was  the  act  of  both. 
But  the  authorities  clearly  shew  that  two  persons  merely 
receiving  payment  out  of  the  gross  profits  of  a  business 
does  not  make  a  partnership  between  them,  even  as 
against  the  world.  The  law  is  distinctly  so  laid  down 
in  the  authorities  cited  in  the  note  to  Waugh  v.  Carver, 

2  H.  BL  285,  and  I  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  833—841, 
6th  ed. 

Blacks  tTBN  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  defendant  represented  or  caused  to 
be  represented  these  pieces  because  they  were  repre- 
sented at  his  theatre,  with  the  assistance  of  servants, 
lights,  &c.,  furnished  by  him.  Even  apart  from  an- 
thority,  I  do  not  think  that,  by  furnishing  servants 
to  another,  a  man  can  be  said  to  do  all  that. is  done 
by  those  servants  while  under  the  command  of  that 
other.  A  fSamiliar  example  may  be  found  in  the  case 
of  a  man  letting  a  ready  furnished  house,  leaving  an 
old  servant  in  it.  Suppose  the  tenant  gave  a  dinner, 
which  was  cooked  by  that  servant,  who  also  attended  on 
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him  at  it,  and  for  which  the  plates  and  fhrnitnre  of  the  1868. 
landlord  were  used,  no  one  could  say  that  in  any  sense  lton 
of  the  words  the  landlord  gave  that  dinner.  Then  as  jijioii,hKf. 
to  authority.  In  Bmsell  y.  Briant  (a)  the  fact  of  the 
landlord  of  a  tayem  having  let  the  room,  and  fur- 
nished the  lights,  &c.,  for  a  theatrical  entertainment  was 
held  no  evidence  of  his  representing  or  causing  to  be 
represented  any  of  the  pieces  represented  there.  The 
only  difference  between  that  case  and  the  present  is 
that  in  Ru9seU  v.  Briant  the  room  was  paid  for  at  a 
certain  rate  per  night,  here  it  is  paid  for  by  half  of  the 
gross  receipts ;  which,  having  been  collected  at  the  door 
by  the  servants  of  the  defendant,  half  was  handed  over 
to  the  person  who  hired  the  theatre,  and  half  to  the 
defendant,  who  therefore  had  security  in  the  first  in- 
stance for  his  money.  The  only  question  is,  does  that 
make  a  distinction  between  this  case  and  that  of  Russell 
V.  Briant  f  If  the  receipt  of  the  money  in  this  way  was 
only  a  colourable  pretence  to  escape  the  consequences  of 
a  partnership,  I  do  not  say  that  that  would  not  have 
made  a  difference.  Here,  however,  it  was  admitted  at 
the  trial  that  the  transaction  in  evidence  was  not  a 
colourable,  but  a  fair  and  real  one.  I  cannot  see 
to  that  any  partnership  was  created  here.  In  the  note 
1  Smith's  Lead.  Cos.,  p.  841,  6th  ed.,  to  which  my  brother 
Cromptan  has  referred,  a  case  is  cited  of  Ux  parte 
Hamper  (J),  where  Lord  Eldoti  says,  p.  404,  "  the 
cases  have  gone  farther  to  this  nicety;  upon  a  dis- 
tinction so  thin,  that  I  cannot  state  it  as  established 
npon  due  consideration;  that,  if  a  trader  agrees  to  pay 
another  person  for  his  labour  in  the  concern  a  sum  of 
money,  even  in  proportion  to  the  profits,  equal  to  a 
(fl)  8  C.  B.  836.  (A)  17  Ve*.  403. 
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certain  share^  that  will  not  make  him  a  partner :  hut,  if 
he  has  a  specific  interest  in  the  profits  themsdyes,  as 
profits^  he  is  a  partner."  In  another  part  of  the  same 
case  he  says,  p.  412,  "  It  is  clearly  settled,  though  I 
regret  it,  that,  if  a  man  stipulates,  that,  as  the  reward  of 
his  labour,  he  shall  have,  not  a  specific  interest  in  the 
business,  but  a  given  sum  of  money,  even  in  proportion 
to  a  given  quantum  of  the  profits,  that  will  not  make 
himapartner:  but,  if  he  agrees  for  a  part  of  the  profits, 
as  such,  giving  him  a  right  to  an  account,  though  haying 
no  property  in  the  capital,  he  is,  as  to  third  persons  a 
partner.''  Here  the  defendant  was  only  paid  by  Iialf 
pf  the  gross  receipts. 

Rule  absdute. 


j^^^^'siBt  BucKLET  against  Gross  and  another. 

Conversion.  Varioas  qnantities  of  taUow,  the  propertyr  of  different  peEBons,  vcn 

Possesrion.  deposited  in  warehouses  on  s  bank  of  tne  Thames,  A  fire  took  place, 
Confusion  of  ^  consequence  of  which  the  tallow  melted  and  flowed  down  into  the  main 
aoods.  sewers,  and  thence  into  the  riTor,  from  which  several  portions  of  it  were 

Metropolitan     Unwarrantably  taken  by  different  persons.    J.,  one  of  these  persons,  sold 
Police  Act,         B^'^o  ^^  ^^  ^o  -^-1  which  was  taken  from  him  by  the  police,  and  he  wis 
9  4'S  Vict.        charged  before  a  police  magistrate  with  the  possession  of  tallow  supposed 
c,71.M.  29.30.  ^  ^v®  ^^^^  stolen  or  nnlawftilly  obtained.    The  magistrate  dismissed 
the],charge,  but  ordered  the  tallow  to  be  detained,  und^  The  Act  for  re- 
gulating the  Police  Courts  in  the  Metropolis,  2  &  3  Vict,  c,  71.  t.  29., 
and  it  was  sold  by  direction  of  the  Commissioner  of  Police  before 
the  twelve  months  limited  by  sect  30  of  that  Act  had  expired.    C. 
having  purchased  the  tallow  from  the  police :  held  that  A.  had  no 
property  in  the  tallow  entitling  him  to  maintain  an  action  against  C.  for 
its  conversion. 


^HIS  was  an  action  for  the  conyersion  of  certain 
goods  and  diattels  of  the  plaintiff,  that  is  to  saji 
a  qnantit;  of  fat  and  tallow  mixed  together :  to  which 
the  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  a  traverse  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  being  the 
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goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff:  on  both  of  which       1863. 
pleas  issue  was  joined.  Bucklky 

On  the  trial,  before  Blackburn  J.,  at  the  London 
Sittmgs  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1861,  it  appeared  that, 
m  the  mouth  of  June,  1861,  a  severe  fire  broke  out 
among  some  wharves  and  warehouses  on  the  Surrey  side 
of  the  river  Thames  below  London  Bridge.  In  those 
warehouses  were  deposited  large  quantities  of  &t  and 
taUow,  the  property  of  different  persons,  which,  being 
melted  hj  the  fire,  flowed  down  into  the  main  sewers, 
and  was  by  them  conveyed  into  the  river,  from  both 
of  which  large  portions  of  it  were  unwarrantably 
taken  by  different  persons.  Among  these  was  one 
B.,  a  servant  in  the  employ  of  the  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works,  who,  having  obtained  some  of  the 
tallow,  whether  from  the  sewer  or  river  did  not  appear, 
sold  it  to  the  plaintiff.  Early  on  the  morning  of  the 
Ist  July,  a  policeman  in  one  of  the  streets  of  the 
metropolis  stopped  a  cart  with  the  plaintiff  and  a  boy 
in  it  conveying  this  tallow^  which  the  plaintiff,  on  being 
questioned,  said  belonged  to  one  M.  The  policeman  took 
possession  of  the  tallow,  and  charged  the  plaintiff  and 
the  boy  before  a  magistrate  with  the  possession  of  tallow 
supposed  to  have  been  stolen  or  unlawfully  obtained, 
who  dismissed  the  charge,  but  ordered  the  tallow  to 
be  detained  under  2  &  3  VicL  c.  71.  s.  29.,  for  regu- 
lating the  PoUce  Courts  in  the  Metropolis.  The  tallow 
was  accordingly  detained,  and  deposited  in  a  yard  with 
other  portions  of  tallow  which  had  been  seized  by  the 
police  from  other  persons,  until,  the  whole  becoming  a 
nuisance,  it  was,  in  the  course  of  a  few  days,  taken  away 
and  sold  by  direction  of  Sir  Bichard  Mayne,  the  Commis- 
sioner of  the  Police  of  the  Metropolis.  The  defendants 
were  the  purchasers  of  the  tallow  in  question,  and,  having 
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1868.       refiised  to  deliver  it  up  to  the  plaintiff  on  demand^  this 
BocKLBT     action  was  brought. 

OaoM  On  this  eyidence  a  verdict  was,  under  the  direction  of 

the  learned  Judge,  entered  for  the  defendants,  with  leave 
reserved  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  12i., 
the  value  of  the  tallow,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opmion 
that  he  had  a  sufficient  property  in  it  to  maintain  the 
action,  it  being  agreed  that  the  Court  should  be  at  fiberty 
to  draw  any  inferences  of  fact  from  the  evidence  that  a 
jury  might  properly  draw. 

B.  C.  Robinson,  in  HUary  Term,  1862,  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  accordingly. 

Montagu  Chambers  and  Barnard  shewed  cause.— It 
is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  property  in  this  tallow, 
and  no  title  to  it  except  that  of  possession.  But  although 
this  is  sufficient  as  against  a  wrong  doer, — Armory  v. 
Delamirie  (a)  and  the  other  cases  collected  in  Addison  on 
Torts,  195, — it  only  holds  good  until  the  true  owner  of  the 
property  appears.  Here  the  true  owners  do  appear ;  for 
they  were  either  the  persons  who  deposited  this  tallow 
in  the  warehouses,  or  the  Board  of  Works,  in  whom,  bj 
The  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act,  18  &  1*9  Viet 
c.  120.  s,  135.,  the  main  sewers  of  the  metropolis  are 
vested.  But  even  the  possession  of  the  tallow  was 
divested  out  of  the  plaintiff  and  vested  in  the  defendants 
by  the  magistrate  and  the  poUce  acting  under  stat 
2  &  3  Fid.  c.  71.,  for  regulating  the  police  courts  in 
the  metropolis. 

Section  29  enacts,  "  If  any  goods  or  money  charged 

(a)  1  Sir.  505. 
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to  be  stolen  or  fraudulently  obtained  shall  be  in  the  1863. 
custody  of  any  constable  by  virtue  of  any  warrant  of  a  buoxi.kt  ~ 
justice,  or  in  prosecution  of  any  charge  of  felony  or  mis-  q^^m. 
demeanor  in  regard  to  the  obtaining  thereof,  and  the 
person  chai^d  with  stealing  or  obtaining  possession  as 
aforesaid  shall  not  be  found,  or  shall  have  been  sum- 
marily convicted  or  dischai^d,  or  shall  have  been  tried 
and  acquitted,  or  if  such  person  shall  have  been  tried 
and  found  guilty,  but  the  property  so  in  custody  shall 
not  have  been  included  in  any  indictment  upon  which  he 
shall  have  been  found  guilty,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any 
magistrate  to  make  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  such 
goods  or  money  to  the  party  who  shall  appear  to  be  the 
rightful  owner  thereof,  or  in  case  the  owner  cannot  be 
ascertained,  then  to  make  such  order  with  respect  to 
such  goods  or  money  as  to  such  magistrate  shall  seem 
meet :  Provided  always,  that  no  such  order  shall  be  any 
bar  to  the  right  of  any  person  or  persons  to  sue  the  party 
to  whom  such  goods  or  money  shall  be  delivered,  and  to 
recover  such  goods  or  money  from  him,  by  action  at  law, 
80  that  such  action  shall  be  commenced  within  six  calen- 
dar months  next  after  such  order  shall  be  made/'  By 
sect.  30,  "  When  any  goods  or  money  charged  to  be 
stolen  or  unlawfully  obtained,  and  of  which  the  owner 
shall  be  unknown,  shall  be  ordered  by  any  magistrate  to 
be  delivered  to  the  receiver  of  the  metropolitan  police 
force,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  receiver,  after  the  expira- 
tion of  twelve  calendar  months,  during  which  no  owner 
shall  have  appeared  to  claim  the  same,  to  sell  or  dispose 
of  such  goods  or  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  super- 
ammation  fund  of  the  police  of  the  metropolis.'' 

B.  C.  Bobimon  and  FtTdasan,  in  support  of  the  rule. — 
The  plaintiff  had  possession  of  this  tallow,  and  that  is 
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1863.  sufficient  title  against  a  wrong  doer;  Bridget,  appdlant, 
BucKLBT  ITatoienoorA,  respondent  (a).  But  the  pbiintiff  here  bad 
Geom.  ^ore  than  a  mere  posseeflory  title^  and  had  a  right  of 
property^  perhaps  against  all  the  world,  and  certainly 
against  every  person  except  the  original  owner.  The 
finder  of  property  is  not  guiUy  of  larceny  in  keeping 
it  when  the  owner  is  unknown,  Reg.  v.  Thwrbcmipy 
[CocVbum  C.  J.  The  tallow  may  have  been  improperly 
appropriated  by  the  plaintiff  without  his  being  guilty  of 
larceny.]  The  tallow  was  abandoned  by  its  owner,  and 
is  therefore  a  derelict,  in  which  case  the  law  vests  the 
property  in  the  person  who  takes  possession  of  it;  2 
Blackit.  Camm.  9,  14,  Bract  lib.  1,  c.  12,  fol.  7  b.,  ^^^> 
c.  1,  foL  9  a.,  lib.  3,  c.  3,  foL  120  a.  [Blackburn  J. 
That  point  was  not  put  to  the  jury,  who,  most  assuredly, 
would  have  found  against  you  if  it  had  been.  Cockbum 
C.  J.  Why  call  this  tallow  a  derelict?  If  my  horse 
escapes  from  my  field,  he  does  not  thereby  become  a 
derelict  Blackburn  J.  If  this  is  an  abandonment, 
those  persons  who  have  been  convicted  of  stealing  goods 
from  wrecks  on  the  coast  of  Cornwall  have  been  im- 
properly treated.]  At  all  events,  under  the  circumstances 
of  this  case,  the  true  owner  never  could  be  discovered, 
for  the  floating  mass  of  tallow  was  made  up  of  the  pro- 
perty of  different  persons  mixed  together;  Jones  v.  Moore, 
per  Lord  Abinger  C.  B.  (c).  Blades  v  Higgs  (d).  [Black- 
burn  J.  That  is  immaterial.  Suppose  the  contents  of  your 
purse  and  mine  were  shaken  out  on  a  table  and  mixed  to- 
gether, would  any  third  person  have  a  right  to  come  and 
take  them  ?     Crompton  J.  The  mixing  of  goods  of  differ- 

(a)  21  L,  J.  Q,  B,  76.  16  Jur,  1079. 

(0)  lJkn.C.C.  387.  (c)  4  r.#  C  361.357. 

(d)  12  C.  B,  K  S.  601 ;  aff.  on  appeal,  13  C.  B,  N.  S.  844. 
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ent  persons  constantlj  takes  place  at  fires.]   The  plaintiff       1868. 
being  in  possession  of  the  tallow,  the  defendants,  who      buoklet 
are  wrong  doers,  cannot  defend  themselves  by  setting  up       Qeobs. 
a  jus  tertii ;  Jeffriei  v.  The  Great  Western  Raxhoay  Com-^ 
pany  (a).     Stat.  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  71.  does  not  help  the 
defendants,  for  the  sale  by  the  police  was  illegal,  having 
taken  place  before  the  expiration  of  the  twelve  months 
limited  by  the  80th  section.    The  effect  of  that  illegal 
sale  was  to  render  the  police  trespassers  ab  initio,  Six 
Carpenters*  Case{b) ;  and  the  property  in  the  tallow  was 
thereby  reinvested  in  the  plaintiff. 

CocKBt7BK  C.  J.  This  rule  must  be  discharged.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether  a  person  who  has 
possession  of  a  chattel  without  title  may,  if  the  posses- 
sion be  taken  from  him  by  a  wrong  doer,  maintain 
an  action  against  the  wrong  doer  and  persons  deriving 
title  from  him  otherwise  than  in  market  overt;  for  the 
answer  to  the  plaintiff's  case  is,  that  the  defendants  do 
not  derive  their  title  from  a  wrong  doer.  It  appears  to 
me  that  this  case  comes  within  sect.  29  of  stat.  2  &  8 
Viet.  e.  71.,  which  provides  that  if  property  charged  to 
be  stolen,  or  firaudulently  obtained,  be  in  the  custody  of 
a  constable,  whether  the  person  charged  with  stealing  or 
obtaining  possession  of  it  be  convicted  or  discharged,  the 
justice  may  make  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  the  article 
which  he  is  charged  with  having  stolen  or  fraudulently 
obtained  to  the  rightful  owner,  if  he  can  be  foimd,  and  if 
he  cannot,  then  the  justice  is  to  make  such  order  as  to  him 
shall  seem  meet.  And  the  statute  apparently  contemplates 
that,  within  that  general  power  of  making  an  order  with 
respect  to  detention  of  the  article,  the  justice  may  direct  it 

(a)  ^KiB.  802.  (b)  8  Co.  146 a. 
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1868.  ^  ^  delivered  to  the  receiver  of  the  Metropolitan  Police 
Buc&LBT  ^^^^^  i  ^^^  ^ere  is  a  provision  in  the  next  section  (the 
\J^  30th)  that,  when  the  justice  makes  an  order  in  thatTorm, 
the  receiver  may  sell  the  article  at  the  end  of  twel?e 
months,  if  no  owner  appears  to  claim  it  There  is  also  a 
provision  at  the  end  of  sect.  29  that,  notwithstanding  the 
order  of  a  justice  under  that  section,  an  action  may  be 
brought  within  six  months  to  recover  possession  of  the 
goods  against  the  party  to  whom  they  shall  have  been 
delivered.  Here  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  custody  of  a 
policeman  on  a  charge  of  unlawful  possession  of  this 
tallow.  The  justice  thought  there  was  not  sufficient 
evidence  to  convict,  but  made  an  order  for  the  detention 
of  the  tallow,  and  (as  we  are  empowered  to  draw  infer- 
ences) I  assume  made  an  order  that  it  should  be  deli- 
vered to  the  Receiver  of  the  Police  Force;  for,  other- 
wise, I  cannot  suppose  that  Sir  R.  Mayne,  who  is  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  the  metropolis,  should  have  given 
the  direction  to  sell  it.  Under  these  circumstances 
it  appears  to  me  plain  that,  by  virtue  of  the  authority 
vested  in  him  by  the  statute,  an  order  was  made  by  the 
justice,  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  and  jurisdic- 
tion, with  respect  to  dealing  with  this  tallow,  and  whether 
the  police  were  or  were  not  warranted  in  selling  it  within 
twelve  months  is  immateriaL  The  plaintiff,  who  had 
nothing  but  bare  naked  possession  (which  would  have 
been  sufficient  against  a  wrong  doer)  had  it  taken  out  of 
him  by  virtue  of  this  enactment.  As  against  the  plain- 
tiff, therefore,  the  defendant  derives  title,  not  firom  a 
wrong  doer,  but  from  a  person  selling  under  authority 
of  the  justice,  whether  rightly  or  not  is  of  no  conse- 
quence. I  wholly  disagree  with  the  doctrine  of  the 
plaintiff's  counsel,  that  if  the  policeman  did  anything 
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ultra  Tires,  that  wonld  revest  the  passession  of  this  tallow        1863. 
in  the  plaintiiF.     He  had  no  title  beyond  what  mere      Buoklit 
possession  gave,  and,  so  soon  as  the  goods  were  taken        Grom. 
fipom  him  by  force  of  law,  there  was  a  break  in  the 
chun  of  that  possession. 

Crompton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is 
clearly  established  that  possession  alone  is  snfScient  to 
maintain  trover  or  trespass  against  a  wrong  doer  who 
takes  property  from  a  person  having  possession  of  it.  It 
is  not  clear,  however^  that  the  plaintiff,  or  the  person 
from  whom  he  purchased  this  tallow,  was  a  finder 
of  it  within  the  principle  of  Armory  v.  Delamirie  {a) 
and  other  cases.  I  think,  on  the  evidence  and  the  in- 
ferences to  be  fairly  drawn  from  it,  that  he  is  more  in  the 
position  of  a  person  who  has  unlawfully  or  feloniously, 
perh^s  the  latter,  obtained  possession  of  it,  whereas  I 
look  on  the  term  finder  in  those  cases  to  mean  an  inno^ 
cent  finder.  This  action  must  be  founded  on  posses- 
sion; here  the  possession  was  divested  out  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  he  cannot  revert  to  a  right  of  property 
to  re-establish  it.  I  agree  with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice 
that  where  possession  is  lawfully  divested  out  of  a 
man,  and  the  property  is  ultimately  converted  by  a 
person  who  does  not  claim  through  an  original  wrong 
doer,  the  party  whose  possession  was  so  divested  had 
no  property  at  the  time  of  the  conversion.  Here,  in  my 
mind,  the  plaintiff's  possession  was  gone.  The  goods 
were  properly  taken  from  him,  and  there  is  no  such 
doctrine  as  that  it  will  re-invest  in  him  in  the  manner 
contended  for ;  otherwise  every  person  who  was  possessor 
of  goods  for  any  time,  however  short,  might  bring 

(a)  1  Sir,  606. 
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1863.  <^  action  againfit  any  person  afterwards  fonnd  in  pos- 
BvoKLBT  "esaion  of  them,  however  he  may  have  come  by  it.  That 
would  be  pressing  too  far  the  doctrine  of  sufficient  title 
against  a  wrong  doer.  But  here  the  phuutiff  obtained 
the  goods  under  circumstances  which  shew  that  he 
knew  they  came  from  these  burning  warehouses.  I 
cannot  think  that  when  property  of  different  persons  is 
mixed  together,  any  third  person  does  not  commit  a 
crime  in  taking  it— I  think  he  does.  Neither  ia  this  a 
derelict— it  is,  as  my  brother  Blackburn  says^  more  like 
property  seised  by  wreckers ;  and  if  I  were  obliged  to 
draw  an  inference,  I  should  say  that  the  plaintiff  came 
by  it  feloniously.  I  consider  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
constable  to  take  the  tallow  and  the  plaintiff  into  the 
custody  of  the  law,  and  that  even  without  reference  to 
Stat.  2^3  Fid.  c.  71.  The  defendants  here  do  not  daim 
under  the  constable,  and,  supposing  they  did,  the  con- 
stable did  nothing  wrong. 

Blackburn  J.  I  do  not  wish  to  question  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  several  cases,  that  possession  of  personal 
property  is  sufficient  title  against  a  ?nrong  doer ;  nor  that 
it  is  no  answer  to  the  plaintiff  in  such  a  case  to  say 
that  there  is  a  third  person  who  could  lawfully  take  the 
chattel  from  him ;  and  I  do  not  know  that  it  makes 
any  difference  whether  the  goods  had  been  feloniously 
taken  or  not  But,  assuming  that  to  be  the  law,  the 
plaintiff  has  not  brought  himself  within  it.  It  is  plain 
that  this  tallow  flowed  down  the  sewers  into  the 
Thamet  from  the  burning  warehouses,  and  belonged 
to  the  owners  by  whom  it  had  been  deposited  in  them, 
besides  which,  the  wharfinger  had  a  special  property 
in  it     The  tallow  of  the  different  owners  was  indeed 
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mixed  up  into  a  molten  maas,  so  that  it  might  be  difiS-        iS63. 
cult  to  apportion  it  among  them;  but  I  dissent  from      Buoxut 
the  doctiine  that^  because  the  property  of  different  per-       Qkou, 
soDJS  IB  confused  together,  that  entitles  a  third  person  to 
steal  it  with  impunity.   Probably  the  l^al  effect  of  such 
a  mixture  would  be  to  make  the  owners  tenants  in 
common  in  equal  portions  of  the  mass,  but  at  all  events 
they  do  not  lose  their  property  in  it.    I  also  dissent  from 
the  notion  that  there  was  any  evidence  here  to  justify  us 
in  saying  that  this  tallow^  was  abandoned  or  derelict 
by  its  owners  because  it  was  found  floating  down  the 
Tkatnes.     The  person  who  carried  it  away  was  not 
necessarily  guilty   of  felony;    still   that  would  be  a 
qu^bn  for  a  jury;  as  it  was  a  question  for  the  justice 
of  the  peace,  to  say  if  he  would  commit  for  the  felony  or 
not    But  here  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  property 
the  ownership  of  which  was  known  as  this  was  did  not 
belong  to  the  persons  who  picked  it  up.    When  the  pro- 
perty was  being  carried  through  the  streets  of  the  metro- 
polis at  an  early  hour  of  the  morning  by  a  person  who 
had  no  right  to  receive  it,  I  say  that,   even  at  the 
common  law,  and  without  resorting  to  the  Metropolitan 
Police  Acts  at  all,'  the  constable  wa^  justified  in  taking  it 
mto  his  possession,  and  bringing  him  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace;  and  the  law  is  so  laid  down  in  Lawrence  v.  Bed-- 
ger  (a).   I  draw  the  inference  of  fact  that  the  justice  was 
satisfied  that  this  tallow  had  come  from  the  warehouses, 
and  I  hold  that,  as  matter  of  law,  the  police  were  bound 
to  keep  it  for  the  true  owner,  because  they  had  ascer- 
tained that  there  was  a  true  owner,  and  who  he  was. 
Their  possession  was  the  possession  of  the  true  owner 
and  not  of  the  wrong  doer,  whose  possession  was  ter- 

(«)  3  Taunt.  14.  .      .  .      i 
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xninated  by  their  taking  possessioiL  It  is  therefore  not 
necessary  to  consider  whether  the  sale  of  the  taUow  to  the 
defendants  by  the  police  was  right  or  wrong.  If  wrong, 
the  true  owner  may  comphdn  against  them;  if  not, no 
one  else  can^  but  at  all  events,  not  the  plaintiffi  who  was 
himself  a  wrong  doer. 

Bule  discharged. 


Saturday, 
January  31  st. 


Judge, 
Action, 
Malice. 


RossANNA  DupiN  Fray  against  Sir  Colin 
Blackburn,  Knight. 

An  ftction  does  not  lie  against  a  Jndse  of  one  of  the  snpeiior  Conrto 
for  a  judicial  act»  tlioagliit  be  alleged  to  hare  been  done  malicioTuIf  vxi 
corruptlj. 

npHE  declaration  stated  that  heretofore,  to  wit  on  the 
28th  January,  1862,  the  defendant,  then  being  one 
of  the  Judges  of  Her  Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
at  Westminster,  and  the  plaintiff  then  being  the  plaiii- 
tiff  in  a  certain  action  depending  in  the  same  Court, 
in  which  one  Henry  Edmund  Voules  was  defendant,  and 
certain  costs  of  adjournment  of  the  trial  of  the  same 
cause  being  due  to  the  plaintiff  firom  the  last  named 
defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  having  theretofore,  to 
wit,  on  the  15th  January,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  of  the 
same  Court  against  the  said  Henry  Edmund  VouUi  for 
the  payment  of  such  costs,  which  rule  came  on  to  be 
argued  before  the  said  defendant  hereto  as  such  Judge 
on  the  said  28th  January,  when  no  sufficient  cause 
was  shewn  against  making  the  same  absolute:  let 
the  defendant  so  being  such  Judge,  well  knowing  the 
premises  and  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalff  did 
refuse  to  make  such  rule  absolute,  and,  on  the  contrary 
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thereof,  did  discharge  the  same  rule  with  costs,  contrarj  1868. 
to  law :  by  means  of  which  premises  the  plaintiff  not  ^i^^r 
only  has  not  recovered  the  said  costs  so  due  to  her,  and 
amounting,  to  wit,  to  the  sum  of  20/.,  but  she  is  liable 
to  pay  the  costs  so  then  ordered  by  the  defendant  to  be 
paid  by  her,  amounting,  to  wit,  to  10^,  and  the  plaintiff 
has  necessarily  incurred  divers  costs  and  expenses,  amount- 
ing, to  wit,  to  20L,  in  and  about  legal  resistance  to  the  last 
mentioned  order ;  and  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  other 
wrongs  and  injuries  thereby:  and  the  plaintiff  claims  50L 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  therein. 

The  points  set  down  to  be  argued  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant  were :  First.  That  no  action  lies  against  a 
Judge  of  one  of  the  superior  Courts  for  anything  done 
by  him  in  his  judicial  capacity,  and  that  it  appears  by 
the  declaration  that  the  act  complained  of  was  so  done. 
Secondly.  That  the  declaration  was  bad  for  not  alleging 
malice.  Thirdly.  That  it  was  defective  for  not  alleging 
want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause. 

The  case  came  on  for  argument  on  Jan.  27. 

Honyman,  who  appeared  in  support  of  the  demurrer, 
was  not  called  upon. 

The  plaintiff  in  person,  contra,  contended  that  the 
omission  to  allege  malice,  was  only  a  ground  of  special 
demurrer,  and  cited  stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c.  44  and  The 
Mirronr  of  Justices, 

Honyman  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

Per  Curiam.  (Cockburn  C.  J.,Wightman,Ceompton 

and  Mellor  JJ.) 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

Jan.  81st   The  plaintiff  in  person  applied  for  leave  to 
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1863.  amend  by  introducing  an  allegation  of  malice  and  comip- 
Pn^T  tion.  [Crompton  3.  It  is  a  principle  of  our  law  that  no 
Blaokbubv.  action  will  lie  against  a  Judge  of  oneof  the  superiorCourts 
for  a  judicial  act^  though  it  be  alleged  to  hate  been  done 
maliciously  and  corruptly ;  therefore  the  proposed  alle- 
gation would  not  make  the  declaration  good.  The  public 
are  deeply  interested  in  this  rule^  which,  indeed,  exisU 
for  their  benefit,  and  was  established  in  order  to  secure 
the  independence  of  the  Judges,  and  prevent  their  being 
harassed  by  vexatious  actions.  In  the  present  case,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  action  is  most  improper  and 
vexatious.] 

Per  Curiam.   (Crompton  and  Meixor  JJ.) 

Leave  to  amend  refused  (a). 

(a)  That  a  Judge  cannot  be  questioned  in  a  ciTil  action  for  any  act 
done  by  him  in  his  judicial  capaci^  has  been  settled  by  numerous  dicta 
and  decisions  from  Floyd  t.  Barker  (12  Co.  23,  24,  25),  down  to  Kemp 
T.  Neville  (10  C,  B,  N,  8.  623.) 

Upon  the  question  whether  the  action  would  have  been  maintainable 
if  the  declaration  had  contained  an  allegation  of  malice  and  oormption. 
Honyman  was  prepared  to  cite  the  following  cases  :  Floyd  t.  Barker 
(12  Co,  23,  24,  25) ;  BamardiHon  t.  Sooim  (6  How,  Si.  Tr.  1063. 
1096) ;  Dr.  Groenvelt  v.  Dr.  BurweR  (1  Ld.  Baym.  454.  468) ;  Taaffe  t. 
i)oum«s(note  to  Calderr.  Halket.ZMoo.  P.  C.  C.3&;  see  pp.  51.  58. 60); 
Calder  v.  Halket  (3  Afoo.  P.  C.  C.  28) ;  Miller  t  Hope,  2  Shatc.  Jpp.  Ce. 
125) ;  see  pp.  132. 135. 138.  143.  145.);  Gden  v.  Hall  (2  H.  fN.  379); 
Gates  V.  Laming  (5  Johns.  U.  S.  282.  290—292.  295 ;  affirmed  in  the 
Court  of  Errors,  9  Johns.  U.  8. 395,  see  pp.  424.  432) ;  Pratt  v.  Gardtur 
(2  Cushing  (Massachusetts)  63 ;  see  pp.  69,  70). 

This  question  was  agitated  in  the  recent  case  of  Thomas  r.  ChurUm 
(2  B.  ^  a.  475),  where  it  was  held  by  Cockbum  C.  J.,  Cranston  and 
Blackburn  JJ.,  that  a  coroner  holding  an  inquest  on  a  dead  body  is  not 
liable  to  an  action  for  words  falsely  and  maliciously  spoken  by  him  in 
his  address  to  the  jury:  Coc^um  C.  J.  howerer  added,  p.  479,  "Ism 
reluctant  to  decide,  and  will  not  do  so  until  the  question  comes  before 
me,  that  if  a  Judge  abuses  his  judicial  office,  by  using  slanderous  words 
maliciously  and  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause,  he  ia  not  to 
be  liable  to  an  action." 

END    OF   HILARY   TERM. 
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Hebdon  against  West,  one  of  the  Directors  of 
The  Intebnational  Life  Assubance  Society. 

In  1855,  the  plaintiff  haTing  been  for  twenty  jean  derk  in  a  bank  of 
irhich  P.  was  the  managing  partner,  his  salaiy  was  increased  from  200/. 
to  60(ML  a  year,  and  was  to  continue  at  that  amount  for  seven  years.  Before 
this  the  plaintiff  had  received  advances  from  the  bank  to  the  amount  of 
47(XML  P.  had  told  him  that,  during  his  (Pedder'%)  life,  he  should  never 
be  called  upon  for  the  money ;  and  m  1856,  he  beine  desirous  to  secure 
himself,  in  the  event  of  P.'s  death,  with  his  permission  insured  his  life,  ^ 
with  a  certain  Insurance  Company,  for  5O0O/. ;  and  in  1857,  his  debt 
having  increased  to  iXXX)/.,  he,  with  the  consent  of  P.,  effected  a  farther 
policy  of  insnrance  for  2500/.  in  another  Insurance  Company.  P.  died 
on  the  21st  March,  1861 :  the  bank  stopped  payment  in  the  same  year, 
ind  inspectors  were  appointed,  to  whom  the  plaintiff  paid  the  5000/. 
which  he  received  on  the  first  poHcy.  In  an  action  on  the  second  policy, 
held, 

1.  That  the  plaintiff  had  not  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  P.» 
within  Stat.  14  G,  3.  r.  48. «.  1.,  by  reason  of  the  bare  promise  of  P. 
that  he  would  not,  during  his  life,  enforce  payment  of  the  debt  due  to 
the  bank  from  the  plaintiff 

2.  That  the  plaintiff  had  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  P.,  within 
that  statute,  arising  from  the  engagement  by  P.  to  employ  him  for  seven 
years  at  a  salary  of  600/.  a  year,  to  the  extent  of  as  mucn  of  the  period 
of  seven  years  as  remained  at  the  time  the  pohcy  was  effected. 

3.  That  the  payment  of  5000/.  on  the  first  policy  was  a  bar  to  the 
plaintiff's  claim  by  virtue  of  stat.  14  G.  3.  c.  48.  a.  3. 

'PHIS  was  an  action  against  the  defendant^  one  of 
the  directors  of  The  Intemaiional  Life  Assurance 
Society. 

The  declaration  set  out  a  policy^  dated  the  7th  May, 
1857,  by  which  the  plaintiff  effected  an  assurance  with 
the  Society^  in  the  sum  of  2500/.,  upon  the  life  of  Ed- 
ward Pedder,  of  Preston,  Lancashire,  banker,  containing 
a  declaration  that  the  plaintiff  had  an  interest  in  the 
2  Q  2 
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Lifenuurance, 
14  G.  3.  c.  48. 
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18G3.  life  of  Edward  Pedder  to  the  full  amount  of  sncii  assu- 
Hebdon  ranee,  and  thereby  agreeing  that  the  said  declaration, 
w  MT.  together  with  the  proposal  therein  referred  to,  should  be 
the  basis  of  the  contract  between  the  assured  and  the 
Society ;  and  a  proviso  that,  in  case  any  fraudulent  or 
untrue  allegation  were  contained  in  the  recited  declara- 
tion, or  in  the  proposal  therein  referred  to,  or  in  any  of 
the  testimonials  or  documents  addressed  to  or  deposited 
with  the  Society  in  relation  to  the  said  assurance,  then  the 
policy  should  be  void,  and  all  moneys  paid  thereunder 
should  be  forfeited  to  the  Society.  The  declaration  also  set 
out  the  conditions,  restrictions  and  stipulations  indorsed 
on  the  policy ;  and  then  alleged  that  Edward  Pedder 
died  after  the  making  of  the  policy  and  whilst  the  same 
was  in  force,  and  that  payment  had  been  made  of  the 
premiums  to  keep  the  policy  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
death  of  Edward  Pedder,  and  thereupon  the  sum  of 
2500/.  became  payable  to  the  plaintiff.  Averment  that 
all  conditions  had  been  observed,  &c. ;  yet  the  sum  of 
2500/i  had  not  been  paid. 

There  were  also  counts  for  money  received,  for  interest, 
and  on  accounts  stated. 

First  plea  to  the  first  count.  That  the  plaintiff  was 
not  interested  in  the  life  of  Edward  Pedder. 

Issue  thereon. 

Second  plea  to  the  first  count,  being  a  plea  to  the 
further  maintenance  of  the  action.  That  before  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  policy  of  insurance  in  that  count 
mentioned,  the  plaintiff  had  effected  an  insurance  and 
procured  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  the  life  of  Edward 
Pedder  with  and  from  a  certain  insurance  Society  other 
than  the  defendant's  Society,  to  wit  The  CUy  of  Glasgrno 
Life  Insurafice  Company,  for  a  large  sum  of  money,  to 
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wit  5000?.,  which  amount  so  insured  by  and  with  the       1863. 

said  other  Society,  as  in  this  plea  mentioned,  equalled      ntiuDov~ 

the  amount  of  interest  which  the  plaintiff  ever  had  in        ^][.g^ 

the  life  of  Edward  Pedder,  and  that  the  last  mentioned 

policy  was  and  continued  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 

making  of  the  policy  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and 

until  and  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Edward  Pedder: 

and  that,  after  such  death,   and  after  this  suit,   and 

before  the  time  of  pleading  this  plea,  the  plaintiff  re- 

coTered  and  received  from  the  other  Society,  being  the 

insurers  on  the  said  policy  in  this  plea  mentioned,  the 

said  sum  of  5000/.  thereby  insured :  and  the  plaintiff 

hath  already  recovered  and  received  a  sum  of  money 

equal  to  the  amount  and  value  of  the  interest  of  the 

plaintiff  in  the  life  of  the  said  Edward  Pedder  from  the 

insurers  to  him  upon  the  said  life. 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  therein. 

Third  plea,  to  the  indebitatus  counts :  Never  indebted. 

Issue  thereon. 

On  the  trial,  before  Crompian  J.,  at  the  Winter  Assizes 
holdeu  at  Liverpool  in  1861,  it  appeared  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  for  twenty  years  derk  in  a  bank  at  Preston^ 
of  which  Edward  Pedder  was  the  senior  and  managing 
partner.  In  1855  there  was  an  intention  to  make  the 
plaintiff  a  partner ;  but  that  was  not  carried  out,  and 
instead  thereof  his  salary  was  increased  from  200/.  a 
year  to  600/.,  and  it  was  to  continue  at  that  amount  for 
seven  years:  he  was  also  employed  by  Pedder  as  his 
agent  in  collecting  rents,  for  which  he  received  a  com- 
mission of  16/.  a  year;  but  there  was  no  contract  to 
continue  him  in  that  employment.  Before  this  period 
the  plaintiff  had  been  engaged  in  unsuccessful  specula- 
tions, and  had  been  assisted  by  advances  from  the  bank 
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1868.  to  the  amount  of  about  4700A  In  the  course  of  convena- 
jl„^jj  tions  between  the  plaintiff  and  Pedder  upon  the  subject  of 
^^  this  debt^  Pedder  had  told  the  plaintiff  that,  during  his 
{Pedda^n)  life^  he  should  never  be  called  upon  for  the 
money :  and  the  plaintiff^  being  desirous  to  secure  himself 
in  the  eyent  of  Pedder^  %  deaths  requested  and  obtained  his 
permission  to  insure  his  life  to  provide  against  this  debt. 
Accordingly,  the  plaintiff  effected  an  insurance  with 
The  CUy  of  Gliugow  Life  Insurance  Company ^  dated  the 
4th  April,  1856,  on  the  life  of  Pedder,  for  5000/.  At 
the  end  of  twelve  months  firom  this  time,  the  plaintiff's 
debt  to  the  bank  having  increased  to  6000/.,  he  obtained 
the  consent  of  Pedder  to  his  effecting  another  insurauce 
upon  his  life ;  and  on  the  7th  May,  1857,  he  effected  the 
policy  upon  which  this  action  was  brought.  Pedder 
died  on  the  21st  March,  1861 ;  and  the  bank  stopped 
payment  in  the  same  year.  The  plaintiff  paid  the  sum 
of  5000/.  which  he  received  from  The  City  of  Glasgow 
Life  Insurance  Company  to  the  inspectors  i^ppointed  for 
winding  up  the  affairs  of  the  bank. 

A  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  250021  and 
interest,  leave  being  reserved  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit, 
or  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  first  and  second 
pleas,  or  to  reduce  the  damages. 

In  Hilary  Term,  1862, 

Kemplay  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  on  the 
grounds :  That  the  plaintiff  had  no  interest  in  the  life 
of  Pedder,  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  14  G.  3.  c.  48. 
Second.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  interested  in  Pedder'^ 
life  to  the  full  amount  of  the  insurance,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  policy.  Third.  That  the  second  plea 
was  proved.  Fourth.  That  the  plaintiff's  interest  in 
Pedder^B  life  was  less  than  the  sum  insured,  and  the 
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amount  of  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  onght  to  be  18G3. 
reduced  accordingly.  And  the  Conrt  ordered  that  the  hebdum 
demurrer  should  come  on  for  argument  with  the  rule.  Wmt. 

The  case  was  argued  in  this  Term  {Jan.  14th)j  before 
WiGHTMAN^  Cromfton  and  Mellor^  J  J.  The  arguments    • 
on  the  demurrer  to  the  second  plea  and  the  third  ground 
of  the  rule  sufficiently  appear  from  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. 

71  Janes  (Northern  Circuit),  Edward  Jones  with  him, 

for  the  plaintiff.— First.  The  plaintiff  had  an  insurable 

interest  in  the  life  of  Pedder,  and  therefore  this  policy 

was  not  within  stat.  14  6r.  3.  c.  48.  s,  1.,  which  en- 

acts,  '^that  no  insurance  shall  be  made  by  any  person  or 

persons,  bodies  politick  or  corporate,  on  the  life  or  lives 

of  any  person  or  persons,  or  on  any  other  event  or  events 

whatsoever,  wherein  the  person  or  persons  for  whose 

use,  benefit,  or  on  whose  account  such  policy  or  policies 

shall  be  made,  shall  have  no  interest,  or  by  way  of  gaming 

or  wagering.'*     In  Halford  v.  Kymer  (a),  indeed,  where 

a  poUcy  effected  by  a  father  on  the  life  of  his  son,  he  not 

having  any  pecuniary  interest  therein,  was  held  void,  Lord 

Tenterden  said,  p.  728,  that  the  word  interest  in  this  statute 

meant  pecuniary  interest.     But  one  person  may  have  a 

pecuniary  interest  in  the  prolongation  of  the  life  of 

another.    Could  not  a  husband  effect  an  insurance  on 

the  life  of  his  wife?     IWightman,  J.— The  husband 

is  bound  to  find  his  wife  necessaries.]     The  loss  which 

the  different  members  of  a  family  sustain  by  the  death 

of  one  of  them,  is  estimated  in  money  when  an  action  is 

brought  under  Lord  CampbelPs  Act,  9  &  10  Vict  c.  93. ; 

Blake  V.    The  Midland  Railway   Company  {b\  Pym  v. 

The  Great  Northern  Railway  Company  (c).     In  the  latter 

(n)  10  B,  #  C,  724.  (h)  18  Q.  B.  93. 

(r)  2  2?.  (f  S.  750. 
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1868.  case  Cochbum  C.  J.^  deHvering  the  judgment  of  the 
Hbbdoh  Court  (p.  768),  said—"  As  it  has  been  established  by 
yfl^^  the  cases  decided  upon  this  statute^  that,  if  there  be  a 
reasonable  expectation  of  pecuniary  advantage,  the  ex- 
tinction of  such  expectation  by  n^ligence  occasioning 
the  death  of  the  party  from  irhom  it  arose  will  sustain 
the  action,  it  is  for  a  jury  to  say,  under  all  the  circom- 
stances,  taking  into  account  all  the  uncertainties  and 
contingencies  of  the  particular  case,  whether  there  vas 
such  a  reasonable  and  well-founded  expectation  of 
pecuniary  benefit  as  can  be  estimated  in  money,  and  so  be- 
comethe  subject  of  damages  in  such  an  action.'^  [Cromp- 
ton  J. — The  cases  decided  on  Lord  CampbelPs  Act  hare 
little  analogy  to  the  present.] 

The  first  ground  of  insurable  interest  which  the 
plaintiflf  had  in  the  life  of  Pedder  is  the  honorary 
engagement  made  by  him  that  the  plaintiff  during  his 
life  should  not  be  called  on  for  payment  of  the  debt 
owing  to  the  bank.  [Wighiman  J.  Suppose  Peddtr 
had,  notwithstanding,  enforced  payment  of  the  debt.] 
If  the  policy  is  valid  at  the  time  it  is  entered  into,  an 
alteration  of  circumstances  afterwards,  by  which  the 
interest  of  the  assured  ceases,  does  not  invalidate  it ; 
Dalby  v.  The  India  and  ^London  Life  Assurance  Com- 
pany {a),  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  overruling  Godsall 
V.  Boldero  (ft).  [Crompton  J.  Some  learned  remarks  of 
Professor  De  Morgan^  in  his  Essay  on  Probabilities,  are 
dted  by  the  reporter  in  a  note  at  the  end  of  that  case, 
p.  393.  Wightman  J.  This  interest  in  the  life  of 
Pedder  is  only  an  expectation  that  he  would  not  call  for 
the  debt  owing  to  the  bank.  Crompton  J.  Or  the  possi- 
bility of  his  forbearing  to  do  so.  Mellor  J.  This  is  an 
attempt  to  insure  the  chance  of  Pedder  not  doing  what 
(a)  15    a  J?.  305.  (*)  9  East,  72, 
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he  might  do  the  day  after  the  engagement  was  made.         1863. 

Wightman  J.  How  could  the  pecuniary  interest  in  such  g 
a  contingency  be  estimated  ?]  It  is  as  capable  of  being  ^• 
estimated  by  an  actuary  as  the  interest  in  the  case  of  an 
insurance  Company^  which^  having  insured  a  life^  appre- 
hends that  it  has  taken  upon  itself  too  great  a  risk,  and 
reinsures  in  another  office ;  in  that  case  the  liability  to  pay 
the  sum,  for  which  the  insurance  was  effected,  when 
the  life  ends  is  insured.  The  plaintiff  had  an  interest 
in  providing  against  the  extinction  of  a  reasonable 
expectation  of  pecuniary  advantage  to  himself  so  long 
as  Pedder  lived,  and  it  would  not  be  impossible  for  a 
jury  to  estimate  it  in  money,  though  it  might  not  be 
easy  to  direct  them  as  to  the  manner  of  doing  it.  They 
would  have  to  say  whether  there  was  a  reasonable  expeC' 
tation  otPedder^s  engagement  being  kept  by  him.  Sup- 
pose Pedder  had  insured  his  own  life  for  the  benefit  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  received  the  funds  to  pay  the  premiums 
from  the  plaintiff,  the  policy  would  have  stood.  [Cromp- 
ton  J.  That  question  was  left  undecided  in  Wainwright 
V.  Bland  {ay]  In  that  case  the  policy  was  avoided  by 
false  representations. 

The  plaintiff  had  a  further  insurable  interest  in  the  life 
ofPedder,  from  the  agreement  of  the  bank  to  pay  him  a 
salary  of  600/.  for  seven  years,  though,  it  being  one  not  to 
be  performed  within  one  year,  and  not  in  writing,  it  could 
not  have  been  enforced  at  law  by  reason  of  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2.  c.  3.  s.  4.  In  Waters  v.  Towers  (b), 
which  was  an  action  for  a  breach  of  contract  in  not 
completing  certain  works,  whereby  the  plaintiffs  were 
prevented  from  fulfilling  a  contract  made  by  them  with 
another  firm,  the  plaintiffs  were  held  entitled  to  recover 

(a)  \M,^W,  32.  {b)  8  Exch.  401. 


▼. 
WB8T. 
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1863.        *®  special  damage   the  loss  of    profit  on   their  con- 
H^j^j,      tracts  although  not  being  in  writing  it  could  not  be 
enforced  at  law ;  Aldersan  B.  said,  p.  403,  "If  a  person 
undertakes  to  make  a  certain  article  for  another,  and  to 
deliver  it  to  him  on  a  particular  day,  but  fails  to  do  so 
until  a  year  afterwards,  it  would  be  most  unreasonable 
that  the  latter  should  not  recover  any  damage  because 
the  contract  was  not  in  writing.    The  existence  of  a 
contract  is  evidence  of  the  probable  amount  of  loss  sus- 
tained.    Suppose  the  plaintiffs  had  said,  ^  We -should 
have  made  such  and  such  a  contract  if  the  defendants 
had  performed  theirs,'  and  the  jury  believed  that  the 
plaintiffs  would  have  done  so,  that  would  surely  have 
been  evidence  of  the  amount  of  loss  occasioned  by  the 
defendants'  breach  of  contract.''     [Melluh,  contra,  said 
that  it  was  not  intended  to  rely  on  the  objection  that 
the  agreement,  not  being  in  writing,  was  void  by  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.]     Then  the  question  is,  whether  a 
derk  or  other  person,  engaged  to  serve  for  a  term  of 
years,  may  not  insure  the  life  of  his  master :  he  has  an 
annuity  for  his  master's  life,  which  is  an  insurable 
interest.    At    the    time  the    policy  in  question  was 
effected  the  plaintiff  had  an  interest  in  the  life  oiPedder  to 
the  extent  of  his  own  salary  for  the  unexpired  period  of 
about  five  years.     It  makes  no  difference  how  far  the  da- 
mage arising  from  the  death  of  the  life  insured  is  reduced 
after  the  making  of  the  policy ;  Dalby  v.  The  India  and 
London  Life  Assurance  Company^  in  error  (a). 

The  second  ground  of  the  rule,  that  there  was  an  untrue 
declaration  in  the  policy,  as  to  the  amount  of  the  plaintiffs 
interest,  is  not  raised  by  the  pleadings.     But  the  policy 

(a)  15  a  B.  366. 
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is  not  avoided  by  such  a  dedaration,  there  being  no        1868. 
moral  delinquency  in  the  party  making  it.     [Mellish,    ^HMDwr^ 
oontr&y  said  that  it  was  not  intended  to  rely  on  that        ^^^ 
point.] 

The  fourth  ground  of  the  mle  is  the  same  as  the  se- 
cond. The  plainti£f  had  an  interest  in  the  life  of  Pedder, 
in  respect  of  his  salary^  for  the  remainder  of  the  period  of 
seven  years. 

MeUish  {Kemplay  with  him),  for  the  defendant. — The 
principal  question  is  whether  the  plaintiff  had  an  insur- 
able interest  in  the  life  of  Pedder,  either  in  respect  of 
5000/.  part  of  the  debt  due  from  him  to  the  bank,  or  in 
respect  of  his  salary  as  clerk  to  the  bank  for  five  years. 
As  to  the  interest  depending  on  the  debt,  it  cannot  be 
maintained  that  every  debtor  has  an  interest  in  the  life 
of  his  creditor.  The  cases  decided  upon  stat.  9  &  10 
Vict  e.  98.  do  not  lay  down  a  principle  applicable  to 
cases  under  stat.  14  G.  3.  c.  48.,  the  words  of  which  are 
different.  [  Wightman  J.  We  are  all  agreed  that  there 
is  no  analogy  between  the  two  statutes.]  Stat.  14  G.  8. 
c.  48.  must  mean  that  no  insurance  shall  be  made  by 
any  person  or  persons  on  the  life  of  any  o^Aer  person  or 
persons  wherein  the  person  insuring  shall  have  no 
interest;  and  that  interest  must  be  a  legal  interest  as 
distinguished  from  an  expectation.  It  is  no  objection 
that  a  contract  in  which  the  person  effecting  the  insu* 
ranee  is  interested  cannot  be  sued  upon  legally,  but 
here  the  engagement  not  to  call  for  the  debt  of  the 
plaintiff  was  merely  a  moral  one.  As  to  the  interest 
arising  from  the  salary,  the  precise  language  of  sect.  1 
requires,  and  sect.  8  assumes,  that  the  interest  should 
be  certain  and  of  a  particular  amount.     Further,  the 
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.1868.        contract  was  not  dependent  on  Fedder^s  life,  but  was  for 
g^^P^jj      seven  years.     [Cramptan  J.     It  might  happen  that  Fed- 
^^-  der,  one  of  the  joint  contractors,  was  the  only  one  wbo 

could  pay  the  salary,  or  the  plaintiff  might  be  interested 
in  all  the  joint  contractors  being  alive.]  If  the  salary 
accruing  to  the  plaintiff  was  an  insurable  interest,  howis 
the  value  of  such  an  interest  at  the  time  the  policy  was 
effected  to  be  ascertained  ?  It  involves  an  inquiry  into  the 
stability  of  the  firm ;  and  nothing  would  be  due  except 
for  services  rendered.  [Mellor  J.  It  is  a  very  common 
thing  for  a  clerk  to  insure  the  life  of  his  master.]  He  has 
no  insurable  interest  in  it  unless  he  receives  an  annuity 
during  the  life  of  his  master.  The  person  insuring  must 
be  in  the  position  of  a  creditor,  though  the  debt  may  be 
debitum  in  prsesenti  solvendum  in  futuro.  The  Judge 
should  be  able  to  tell  the  jury  what  the  value  of  the 
Employment  was  at  the  time  of  making  the  poUcy. 

Further,  if  the  plaintiff  had  an  insurable  interest  in 
the  life  of  Pedder,  it  did  not  exceed  one  year's  salary,  and 
therefore,  the  damages  should  be  reduced  to  that  amount 

T.  Janes,  in  reply. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

WioHTMAN  J.  {Feb,  13th)  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court. 

There  are  two  questions  in  this  case.  The  first,  is, 
whether  Hebdon  had  any  insurable  interest  at  all  in  the 
life  oi  Pedder;  and  the  second,  whether,  assuming  that 
he  had  an  insurable  interest,  the  payment  of  the  5000/. 
by  Tlie  Glasgow  Life  Insurance  Company,  as  stated  in  Hie 
second  plea,  is  an  answer  to  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

With  respect  to  the  insurable  interest  of  the  plaintiff. 
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it  was  determined,  in  the  case  of  Halfard  v.  Kymer  (a),  1863. 
that,  unless  the  insured  have  a  pecuniary  interest  in  the  hxbdoic 
life  insured,  the  policy  is  void  by  the  14  G,  8.  c.  4S.8.J.  ^^^ 
In  the  present  case  it  was  contended  for  the  plaintiff 
that  he  had  two  kinds  of  insurable  interest  in  the  life 
of  Pettder^^one,  on  the  ground  of  a  promise  that  Pedder 
had  made  to  him  that  he  {Pedder)  would  not  enforce  the 
payment  of  any  debt  that  the  plaintiff  might  owe  him 
during  his  {Pedder*s)  lifetime,  and  the  other,  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  employ  of  Pedder 
at  a  salary  of  600/.  a  year,  under  an  agreement  that  the 
engagement  should  last  for  seven  years.  We  do  not  think 
that  the  first  kind  of  interest  in  the  life  of  Pedder,  namely 
that  he  had  said  that  he  would  not  enforce  payment  of 
debts  due  to  him  firom  the  plaintiff  during  his  (Pedder^s) 
life,  without  any  consideration  or  any  circumstance  to 
make  such  a  promise  in  any  way  binding,  can  be  con- 
sidered as  a  pecuniary  or  indeed  an  appreciable  interest  in 
the  life  of  Pedder.  The  other  kind  of  interest,  namely 
that  which  arises  firom  the  engagement  by  Pedder  to  em- 
ploy the  plaintiff  for  seven  years  at  a  salary  of  600/.  a 
year,  may,  we  think,  be  considered  as  a  pecuniary  interest 
in  Hie  life  of  Pedder,  to  the  extent  at  least  of  as  much  of 
the  period  of  seven  years  as  would  remain  at  the  time 
the  policy  was  effected,  which  appears  to  have  been  about 
five  years.  This,  at  the  rate  of  600/.  per  annum,  would 
give  the  plaintiff  a  pecuniary  interest  in  the  life  of 
Pedder  to  the  amount  of  3000/.  which  would  be  sufficient 
to  sustain  the  present  policy,  which  is  for  2609/.  only. 

We  assume,  then,  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  pecimiary 
interest  in  the  life  of  Pedder  to  the  extent  of  2600/.  at 
the  time  he  effected  the  policy  with  the  defendant's  office. 

(a)  10  B.  #  a  724. 


Wbot. 
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1868.  ^  ^^^  ^  ^f  ^^^  question  then  arises  whether  payment, 
~BmGtr  ^^^  *^®  ^^*^  ^^  Pedder,  of  5000/.  by  another  life  insu- 
rance Company,  with  whom  the  plaintiff  had  also  insured 
Pedder^s  life  to  that  amount,  is  a  bar  to  the  plaintiffs 
claim  by  virtue  of  the  8d  section  of  the  14  G.  3.  c.  48., 
it  being  taken  as  a  fact  that  the  5000/.  included  all  the 
insurable  interest  that  the  plaintiff  had  at  the  time  of 
making  both  policies ; — ^in  fact  that  the  interest  of  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  of  making  the  insurance  with  the 
defendant  was  the  same  as  that  which  he  had  when  he 
made  the  insurance  with  the  other  Company. 

It  was  contended  for  the  defendant  that,  admitting 
that  the  plaintiff  had  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of 
Pedder  to  the  extent  of  6000/.  at  the  times  when  both 
the  policies  were  effected,  the  payment  of  the  5000/.  by 
the  Glasgow  Company  was  a  bar  to  the  recovery  by  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  policy  effected  with  the  defendant,  by 
the  terms  of  the  8d  section  of  the  before  mentioned 
statute,  which  provides  that  "  no  greater  sum  shall  be 
recovered  or  received  from  the  insurer  or  tnturers  than 
the  amount  or  value  of  the  interest  of  the  insured"  in  the 
life  which  is  the  subject  of  the  insurance ;  and  that,  as  all 
the  pecuniary  interest  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  life  of  Pedder 
was  recovered  from  the  Glasgow  Company,  he  was  not 
entitled  to  recover  from  another  set  of  insurers  the 
amount  of  interest  which  was  included  in  the  insurance 
with  them.     It  was  said  that,  if  this  were  otherwise,  the 
object  of  the  statute  would  be  defeated,  as  a   small 
amount  of  insurable  interest  might  be  made  the  founda- 
tion for  a  great  number  of  insurances,  each  to  the 
amount  of  the  whole  of  the  interest  of  the  insured; 
and,  if  he  could  recover  upon  each  of  these,  it  would  be 
against   the  words  of  the  3d  section  of  the  statute^ 
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which  are,  that  the  insured  shall  only  recover  from  the       18C3. 
insurer  or  insurers  the  amount  of  his  interest,  mean-  ~~hkbi>oh 
ing  that,  whether  there  is  one  or  many  insurers,  he  can        ^^^ 
only  recover  from  all  or  any  the  amount  or  value  of  his 
interest. 

This  raises  a  question  which  does  not  appear  to  have 
come  under  the  consideration  of  the  Courts  in  any  of 
the  cases  which  were  cited,  and  seems  to  depend  upon 
the  meaning  of  the  legislature  in  the  use  of  the  words 
''insurer  or  insurers''  in  the  3d  section  of  the  Act.  It 
was  said  that,  in  the  use  of  the  word  "  insurers''  in  the 
plural  as  well  as  the  word  '^  insurer"  in  the  singular,  the 
legislature  may  have  intended  that,  whether  there  were 
many  insurances  or  only  one,  the  person  insuring  should 
only  receive  the  amount  of  his  interest  in  the  life  insured  ; 
on  the  other  hand  it  is  said  by  the  plaintiff  that  in  the 
nse  of  the  word  "insurers"  the  legislature  must  be  un- 
derstood to  have  contemplated  the  case  of  several  per- 
sons being  insurers  in  one  policy,  and  intended  that  the 
insured  should  receive  no  more  upon  any  policy  or  policies, 
whether  granted  by  one  or  more,  than  the  amount  of  his 
insurable  interest. 

Looking  to  the  declared  object  of  the  legislature,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  though,  upon  a  life  policy,  the  insur- 
able interest  at  the  time  of  the  making  the  policy,  and 
not  the  interest  at  the  time  of  the  death,  is  to  be  consi- 
dered, it  was  intended  by  the  3d  section  of  the  Act  that 
the  insured  should  in  no  case  recover  or  receive  from  the 
insurers  (whether  upon  one  policy  or  many)  more  than 
the  insurable  interest  which  the  person  making  the  in- 
surance had  at  the  time  he  insured  the  life.  K  for  greater 
security  he  thinks  fit  to  insure  with  many  persons  and 
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1863.  ^7  different  contracts  of  insurance,  and  to  pay  the  pre- 
H„ooH  miums  upon  each  policy,  he  is  at  liberty  to  do  so,  but  he 
^"^^^  can  only  recover  or  receive  upon  the  whole  the  amount 
of  his  insurable  interest,  and  if  he  has  received  the 
whole  amount  from  one  insurer  he  is  precluded  by  the 
terms  of  the  8d  section  of  the  statute  from  recovering 
or  receiving  any  more  from  the  others.  Any  ailment 
arising  from  the  supposed  hardship  of  allowing  the  in- 
surers in  such  a  case  to  receive  and  retain  the  premiums 
without  being  obliged  to  pay  the  consideration  for  which 
such  premiums  were  paid,  would  be  equally  applicable  to 
the  case  of  marine  insurances,  upon  which,  howerer 
many  policies  there  may  be,  the  underwriters  are  only 
liable  to  the  extent  of  the  value  insured. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  second  plea  is 
good,  and  that  it  was  proved  upon  the  trial,  and  that 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment  upon  the  demnner, 
and  also  to  have  the  verdict  entered  for  him  upon  the 
second  plea. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  the  verdict  for 
the  defendant  on  the  second  plea. 

Judgment  on  the  demurrer  for  the 
defendant. 
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1863. 


The  Overseers  of  Willesden,  appellants,  The  ^!^^i^^ 
Overseers  of  Paddington,  respondents.  

Settlement. 
Renting  a 
By  agreement,  dated  J>eoemher  2d,  1859,  a  cottage  was  let  hjA.to  tenement. 
JB,  for  three  months  from  the  25th  December,  1859,  at  the  yearly  rent   6  ^.  4.  c.  57. 
of  18/.,  the  first  monthlj  payment  to  be  made  on  the  25th  January,   <•  2. 
1850 ;  three  months'  notice  m>m  either  party  to  the  other  to  be  a  snm- 
cieiit  notice  to  quit    B.  haTins  occupied  the  cottage  for  eighteen  months 
imder  this  agreement :  Held  that  he  gained  a  settlement  by  renting  a 
tenement  for  one  whole  year,  nithin  stat  6  (?.  4.  c.  57.  #.  2. 

CPECIAL  case  stated  by  consent  under  stat.  12  &  13 
Vict,  c.  45.  $.  11. 

An  order  liad  been  made  by  two  justices  for  the  re- 
moTal  of  Joteph  Whurr,  widower,  and  bis  six  lawful 
children,  from  the  parish  of  Paddington  to  the  parish  of 
WiUesderij  both  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  due 
notice  of  appeal  against  the  order  had  been  given. 

Joseph  Whwrr^  the  pauper,  on  the  2d  December,  1859, 
entered  into  the  followingagreement  in  writing : — "Agree- 
ment made  this  2d  day  of  December,  1859,  between 
John  Hunter,  Esq.,  George  Mayer,  Esq.,  and  Maria 
Cramer,  widow,  executors  to  the  late  George  Mayer,  Esq., 
of  the  one  part,  and  Joseph  fVhurr,  foreman  to  Mr. 
Quarterman,  on  the  other.  The  said  John  Hunter,  Esq., 
and  others  aforesaid,  agree  to  let  and  the  said  Joseph 
Whurr  agrees  to  take  the  four  roomed  cottage  next  to 
Mr.  Higgs,  at  Willesden,  for  three  months  from  December 
25th,  1859,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  \%l,  the  first  monthly 
payment  to  be  made  the  25th  January,  1860,  free  from  all 
taxes  and  assessments  and  water  rates,  which  are  to  be 
paid  by  the  tenant,  and  allowed  to  him  out  of  the  rent : 

VOL.   YIT.  2   R  B.   &  8. 
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1863.        and  it  is  hereby  agreed  that  three  months'  notice  from 

OTcrsecrTof    either  party  to  the  other  shall  be  a  sufficient  notice  to 

ILLE8DEN    ^^^ .  ^^^  ^j^^  ^^j  Joscph  fFkuTT  agroes  npon  recrirag 

PADMiiaTOH  •  ^^^^  notice  to  give  up  quiet  possession  of  the  said  cot- 
tage to  the  said  John  Hunter,  Esq.,  and  others  as  afor^ 
said.  (Signed)  ''  Joseph  fFZiirr." 

'*  Witness  ^fex.  Todd." 

Joseph  Whurr  occupied  the  cottage  under  the  agree- 
ment for  about  eighteen  months^  from  the  25th  December, 
1859,  and  paid  some  of  the  rates  in  respect  of  the  same; 
and  it  was  conceded  that  he  gained  a  settlement  in  WWo' 
den,  by  the  payment  of  rates  and  by  residing  there,  if  lie 
bonft  fide  rented  such  cottage  *'  for  the  term  of  one  whole 
year,'*  under  stat.  6  6r.  4  c.  57.  s.  2. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was^  whether, 
under  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  Joseph  Whurr  rented 
the  cottage  for  the  term  of  one  whole  year,  so  as  thereby 
to  gain  a  settlement  in  the  parish  of  Wilksderu 

If  the  Court  should  answer  the  question  in  the  affir- 
mative, the  order  of  removal  was  to  be  confirmed;  if  in 
the  negative^  the  order  was  to  be  quashed. 

Metcalfe^  for  the  respondents. — The  agreement  ope- 
rated as  a  demise  for  three  months  certain,  and  after- 
wards for  an  indefinite  period ;  so  that,  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  first  three  months,  it  became  a  yearly  tenancy 
determinable  by  three  months'  notice.  (He  was  then 
stopped.) 

Underdown,  for  the  appellants. — The  tenancy  imder 
the  agreement  was  for  six  months  at  least,  and  after- 
wards from  three  months  to  three  months ;  therefore  the 
presumption  that  a  holding  for  an  indefinite  period  must 
be  understood  to  be  a  yearly  holding  does  not  arise :  other- 
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wise  if  a  person  took  lodgings  for  one  week  under  an  agree-  1868. 
ment  such  aa  this,  and  continued  in  them  after  the  first  Overseers  of 
week,  he  would  become  a  yearly  tenant  In  Reg  v.  The  ^*^^^"»»» 
Inkabiiants  of  OtawtoH  (a)  the  words  of  the  agreement  p/^",^/^^^^ 
were  "  for  the  term  of  six  months  from  &c.,  and  so  on, 
for  six  months  to  six  months,  until  one  of  the  said 
parties  shall  give  to  the  other  of  them  six  calendar  months* 
notice,  &c.''  and  that  was  held  to  be  a  taking  for  a  year. 
But  here  the  tenancy,  being  determinable  at  the  end  of 
any  three  months,  is  inconsistent  with  a  yearly  tenancy. 
In  Rex  Y.  The  Inhabitants  of  Hurstmonceaux  (i),  where 
a  house  was  occupied  under  an  agreement  at  a  yearly 
rent  of  twenty  guineas  to  be  paid  weekly,  and  either 
party  to  be  at  liberty  to  determine  the  tenancy  by 
three  months'  notice  from  any  quarter  day,  the  pauper 
was  held  to  gain  a  settlement,  because,  as  Bayley  J.,  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  p.  556,  said,  '*  he 
occupied  the  house  for  a  whole  year,  and  paid  the  rent, 
which  exceeded  10/.  during  the  same  period,"  [^fVight" 
man  J.  After  the  pauper  had  held  for  four  months, 
might  not  the  holding  be  determined  at  the  end  of  three 
months  from  that  time?]  The  notice  must  expire  at  the 
end  of  three  months  from  the  end  of  the  former  taking 
for  three  months.  [Wightman  J.  The  rent  being 
yearly  raises  a  prima  facie  presumption  of  a  yearly  ten- 
ancy. In  Birch  v.  Wright  (c),  cited  in  the  judgment  in 
Rex  Y.  The  Inhabitants  of  Hurstmonceaux  {J),  Butter  J. 
said,  "  If  a  tenant  from  year  to  year  hold  for  four  or 
five  years,  either  he  or  his  landlord  at  the  expiration  of 
that  time  may  declare  on  the  demise  as  having  been 

(a)  1  Q.  B,  247.  (6)  7  J?.  #  C  561. 

(c)  1  r.  B,  378.  380.  {d)  1B,^C.  551.  656. 

2  R  2 


596  HILARY  VACATION. 

1863.        made  for  such  a  number  of  years/'   and  Baykg  J.,    . 
Overseers  of    delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  the  latter 
WiLLMDEH    gj^gg^  j^^jg^   a  On  the  like  principle,  in  this  case  the 
Overseers  of    taking  bv  the    pauper  is  to  be  considered   a  lease 
for  one  T^hole  jear  in  its  creation,  although  an  event 
might  happen  by  which  the  original  interest  so  cre- 
ated in  the  first  instance  woidd  be  changed.'']     la 
Birch  V.  Wright  there  was  a  tenancy  firom  year  to 
year.     [^Crompton   J.    A  holding  from  three  monflis 
to  three  months  is  so  unusual  that  a  yearly  holding 
would  rather  be  presumed,  if  the  words  are  consistent 
with  it.]     In  the  present  case  the  holding  is  in  the  first 
instance  distinctly  created  for  three  months.     A  yearly 
rent  is  named  for  the  sake  of  convenience,  and  not  with 
the  intention  of  fixing  the  period  of  the  tenancy. 

Metcalfe  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

WioHTMAN  J.  In  these  cases  everything  depends 
upon  the  particular  words  in  the  agreement ;  and  it  is 
difficult  to  find  an  authority  to  guide  us  in  construing 
it  We  must  endeavour  to  ascertain  the  reasonable 
intention  of  the  parties  looking  at  the  whole  of  the  docu- 
ment. I  think  that  here  the  intention  was,  that  there 
•should  be  a  demise  for  three  months  certain  from  the 
25th  December,  1859,  but  that,  if  the  parties  should 
go  on  as  landlord  and  tenant  after  that  time,  then  it 
should  be  a  yearly  tenancy  at  the  rate  of  18/.  a  year 
payable  monthly,  and  determinable  by  giving  three 
months'  notice,  which  I  think  may  be  given  at  any  time, 
and  need  not  be  a  notice  expiring  at  any  particular  part 
of  the  year.    Then,  the  pauper  having  occupied  for  more 
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than  a  year,  he  has  rented  a  tenement  for  the  term  of  one  1863. 

whole  year  within  the  meaning  of  stat  6  (?.  4.  c.  57.  s.  2.,  Oyereeers  of 

and  therefore  gained  a  settlement  in  the  appellant  parish.  Wille^dew 


Cbohfton  J.  It  is  difficult  to  make  out  what  the 
parties  intended  by  this  informal  agreement.  But  the  only 
question  here  is  whether  the  pauper^  having  continued  in 
occupation  for  eighteen  months^  held  under  an  agreement 
for  a  yearly  tenancy.  In  Doe  d.  PHic/ier  v.  Donovan  (a) 
Chamhre  J.  said :  ''  If  it  was  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year, 
with  a  quarter's  warning,  it  would  be  a  quarter  ending  with 
the  year :  but  if  it  were  a  demise  for  one  year  only,  and 
then  to  continue  tenant  afterwards,  and  quit  at  a  quarter's 
notice,  it  would  be  a  quarter  ending  at  any  time/' 
That,  howeirer,  was  said  in  a  case  where  the  Court  had 
to  determine,  not  whether  there  was  a  yearly  tenancy, 
but  at  what  time  the  notice  to  quit  should  be  given.  Then 
what  would  be  the  holding  under  this  agreement,  if  there 
were  no  provision  about  notice  ?  Although  the  agreement 
is  dated  the  2d  December,  the  tenancy  is  to  commence 
at  the  usual  time  and  is  at  a  yearly  rent,  how  payable  does 
not  matter;  though  that  it  is  payable  monthly  is  rather 
against  the  contention  of  the  appellants,  because  if  the 
tenancy  was  to  be  from  three  months  to  three  months 
the  rent  would  probably  have  been  so  payable.  It  was 
suggested  that  there  was  a  tenancy  for  six  months  cer- 
tain, and  afterwards  from  three  months  to  three  months, 
but  that  is  an  unusual  tenancy,  and  I  do  not  see  how,  on 
that  supposition,  the  notice  would  operate.  The  latter 
part  of  the  agreement  assumes  that  after  the  three 
months  the  holding  will  be  such  as  to  require  a  notice 
to  quit :  then,  the  period  of  holding  being  left  uncer- 
(a)  1  Tavnt,  555.  557. 


Overseers  of 
Paddimqtok. 
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1863.       tain,  the  law  presumes  a  yearly  holding.  My  impressioD, 

Orerseenof   though  not  without  doubt,  is  that  after  the  expiratioQ 

WiLLMi)««   ^f  ^g  gj^  |.jy^  months  this  was  a  holding  for  a  year, 

^mSotos.  ^*^  liberty  to  put  an  end  to  it  upon  giving  three 

months'  notice. 

Mellor  J.  I  think  Mr.  Metcalfe  stated  truly  what 
was  probably  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  this  agree- 
ment, YUL,  that  there  should  be  a  tenancy  for  three 
months  on  trial,  and,  if  it  continued  b^ond  that,  it 
should  be  a  yearly  tenancy  determinable  by  a  three 
months'  notice ;  and  the  governing  circumstances  leading 
to  this  conclusion  are  that  there  was  to  be  a  yearly  rent 
and  a  notice,  which  would  not  have  been  required  if  the 
tenancy  was  from  three  months  to  three  months. 

Order  of  removal  confirmed. 


fw^i3Ui,        Budge,  appellant,  Pabsoks,  respondent. 
Same,  appellant,  Same,  respondent. 
These  two  cases  are  reported,  ante,  pp.  879,  882. 
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1863. 


The  Overseers  of  Salford,  appellants,  The  Over-  Friday, 


seers  of  Manghsster,  respondents. 


Febmary  13th. 


Pauper, 

Stat.  24  &  25  Vict  c,  55.,  passed  on  Ist  August,  1861,  by  sect.  1  enacts,  ^^/^ 
"  that  after  the  25th  March  next  the  period  of  th*ee  years  shall  be  sub-    oi  j  04  a  05 
stituted  for  that  of  fire  years  specified  in  sect.  1  of"  stat.  9  &  10  Vict,   f^^  ^^  ^  j 
c.  60.,  "  and  the  residence  of  a  person  in  any  part  of  a  union  shall  hare   Kxnense  of  ' 
the  same  effect  in  reference  to  the  proyisions  of  the  said  section  as  a  Z^ntenance 
residence  in  any  parish."    On  the  12th  March,  1862,  a  township  com-  '^"***^  ^    ' 
prised  in  a  union  obtained  an  order  for  the  removal  of  a  pauper  who 
had  resided  in  the  union  for  three  years  next  before  the  application  for 
the  order:  the  order  was  executed,  and  there  was  no  appeal!    Held  that, 
the  removal  being  illegal,  the  removing  township  could  not  recover,  under 
Stat  4&  dW,  4.  c.  76.  s.  84.,  the  expense  of  maintaining  the  pauper 
fiK)m  the  time  of  sending  notice  of  chargeability  to  the  time  of  removal. 

QASE  stated  under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict  c.  48.  s.  2. 

At  a  Petty  Session  for  the  borough  of  Salford, 
holden  before  Henry  Leigh  Trafford,  Esq.,  stipendiary 
magistrate  for  the  diyision  of  Manchester,  an  informa- 
tion and  complaint  was  preferred  by  the  overseers  of  the 
township  of  Saiford  figainst  the  overseers  of  the  town- 
ship of  Manchester,  under  stat.  4  &  5  fV.  4.  c,  76.  s.  84 , 
alleging  that,  by  an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  borough 
of  Salford,  bearing  date  the  12th  March,  1862,  Charles 
Buckley  and  Rachel  his  wife,  and  their  ehild  Emma,  then 
actually  chargeable  to  the  township  of  Salford,  were 
ordered  to  be  removed  from  the  township  of  Salford 
to  the  township  of  Manchester,  in  the  county  of  Zan- 
caster,  as  the  place  of  their  last  legal  settlement,  which 
order  cf  removal  had  since  been  carried  into  execution, 
and  the  sum  of  21.  6«.  M.  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
pttitpert  was  duly  demanded  from  the  overseers  of  the 
township  of  Manchester  on  the  28th  June  last,  but  which 
was  then  refused,  and  still  was  neglected  to  be  paid,  and 
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1868.       that  no  notice  of  appeal  had  been  given  against  the 
order. 


T. 

Oreneera  of 


Oreneen  of 

Saliord  rpjjg  magifltrate  dismissed  the  information  and  com- 

plaint 

The  order  of  removal,  dated  the  12th  March,  1862, 
had  been  duly  obtained  and  executed,  and  there  was  no 
appeal.  And  the  appellants  had  incurred  the  sum  of 
2/.  6f.  M.  for  the  maintenance  of  the  paupers  firom  the 
time  of  their  having  sent  a  notice  of  the  chaigeability 
of  the  paupers  1 ""  the  respondents  to  the  time  of  the 
removal,  which  sum  had  been  duly  demanded  from  the 
respondents,  and  th^  had  neglected  and  refused  to  pay 
the  same. 

It  was  admitted,  on  the  part  of  the  respondents,  that 
the  settlement  of  the  paupers  was  in  their  township  of 
Manchester,  and  that  the  order  of  removal  was  lawfully 
made ;  but  it  was  contended  by  them  that  they  were 
not  liable  to  pay  the  said  sum,  inasmuch  as  the  remoYal 
of  the  paupers  was  an  illegal  act  by  reason  of  stat. 
24  &  26  Vict  c.  66.  having  subsequently  come  into 
operation,  and  the  paupers  having  resided  for  three  years 
next  before  the  application  for  the  order  of  removal  in  the 
Salford  Poor  Law  Union,  in  which  union  the  township 
of  Salford  is  situate,  and  thereby  having  gained  a  status 
of  irremovability  in  Salford  by  virtue  of  sect.  1  of  stat 
24  &  25  Vict.  c.  56.,  which  enacts,  ''That  after  the  25th 
day  of  March  next "  (i.  e.  1862) "  the  period  of  three  years 
shall  be  substituted  for  that  of  five  years  specified  in  the 
first  section  of'  stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66., ''  and  the  resi- 
dence of  a  person  in  any  part  of  a  union  shall  have  the 
same  effect  in  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  said 
section  as  a  residence  in  any  parish.'^ 

It  was  admitted  by  the  appellants  that  the  paupers 
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had  resided  within  the  limits  of  the  Salford  Poor  Law        1303^ 
Union  for  the  term  of  three  years  and  upwards  prior 


Oreraeen  of 

to  the  granting  of  the  order  of  removal :  but  they  con-      Salford 


V. 


tended  that  the  Ist  section  of  stat.  24  &  26  Vitit.  c.  65.  Overseers  of 
had  a  prospective  operation  only^  and  that  a  status  of 
irremovability  could  not  be  obtained,  under  that  section, 
unless  the  whole  or  part  of  the  three  years'  residence  in 
a  union  was  subsequent  to  the  25th  Marchy  1862,  and 
therefore  that  a  prior  residence  in  the  union  was  not 
within  the  Act  in  question,  and  that  they  were  entitled 
to  be  repaid  the  sum  in  question.  * 

The  magistrate,  being  of  opinion  that  the  1st  section 
of  stat  24  &  25  Vict,  c.  65.  had  precisely  the  same 
operation  as  the  1st  section  of  stat  9  &  10  VicL  c.  66., 
gave  his  determination  against  the  appellants,  on  the 
grounds,  firstly,  that  the  Act  in  question  had  a  retrospec- 
tive efiPect ;  secondly,  that  the  order  of  removal  was,  in 
fact,  rendered  void  by  the  operation  of  the  statute ;  and, 
thirdly,  that  the  respondents  were  not  liable  to  pay  the 
amount  claimed  for  the  maintenance  of  the  paupers ; 
and  he  stated  the  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
to  be,  whether  the  1st  section  of  stat  24  &  25  Vict  c,  56. 
has  a  retrospective  or  merely  a  prospective  operation ; 
if  the  former,  then  the  judgment  was  to  stand  for  the 
respondents;  if  the  latter,  then  the  judgment  was  to  be 
entered  for  the  appellants. 

fVehby,  for  the  appellants.— The  enactment  in  stat  24 
&  25  Vict  c.  55.,  passed  on  the  1st  August,  1861,  which 
came  into  operation  on  the  25th  March,  1862,  only  affects 
orders  of  removal  made  after  that  day ;  and  acts  done 
antecedently,  except  only  the  removal  of  a  pauper, 
are  not  avoided  by  it  The  order  of  removal  made 
under  stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66.  was  good  when  it  was 


( 


602  HILAKY  VACATION. 


1868.  made^  a&d  the  intervention  of  stat.  24  &  25  VicL  e.  55. 
does  not  make  it  inoperatiye,  except  as  to  the  lemofal  of 
the  panpers. 


OT«ne«nof 

Salfobd 

▼. 

Oreneefsof 
Mahohbbtbb. 


Monk,  contra. — The  question  is  not  that  stated  in  the 
case :  but  whether  the  magistrate  would  have  been  justi- 
fied in  making  an  order  for  2/.  68.  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  paupers.  Stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66.  forbids  the  re- 
moval of  a  pauper  after  the  passing  of  that  Act,  as  weD 
as  the  granting  of  an  order  for  his  removal^  when  he  has 
resided  in  the  parish  for  five  years ;  and  the  effect  of 
stat  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  55.  #.  1.  is  to  substitute  the  period 
of  three  years  for  five  years  in  the  former  statute.  In 
Beg.  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Maty,  fFhitechapel  {a)  it 
was  held  that  the  removal  of  a  widow  within  twelve 
months  after  the  death  of  her  husband  after  stat  9  &  10 
Vict.  c.  66.  $.  2.  was  illegal  and  a  good  ground  of  appeal, 
although  the  order  of  removal,  having  been  made  before 
the  passing  of  the  statute,  was  valid.  The  order  of  re* 
moval  stiU remains  valid  as  evidence  of  the  settlement; 
but  the  pauper  cannot  be  removed  under  it ;  Beg.  v.  The 
Inhabitants  of  Glossop  (&) ;  and  the  expense  of  the  main- 
tenance must  be  borne  by  the  union  in  which  the  pauper 
had  gained  a  status  of  irremovability.  By  stat.  11  &  12 
Vict.  c.  110.  s.  8.,  aU  costs  incurred  in  the  relief  of  pau- 
pers irremovable  by  virtue  of  stat.  9  &  10  Viet  c.  66.  are 
charged  upon  the  common  fund  of  the  union  in  which 
the  parish  is  comprised.  [fVigktman  J.  Beg.  v.  The 
Inhabitants  of  St.  Mary,  fVhitechapel  («r),  is  in  point] 
[He  was  then  stopped.] 

WeUby,  in  reply. — In  Beg.  v.  St.  Mary,  tVhitechapel{a), 

(a)  12©.  ^.  120.  (A)  12  Q.  5.117. 
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the  question  being  whether  the  pauper  was  irremoyable,       1868. 
the  statute  necessarily  acted  retrospectively.     The  ques-     oreneenof 
tion  here  is  whether  a  parish^  which  has  obtained  a  lawful      Salfobd 
order  of  removal,  ought  to  pay  the  costs  of  maintaining    OTerBcere  of 
the  pauper  from  the  time  of  sending  notice  of  charge- 
ability  to  the  time  of  removal.      [MeUor  J.    The  lia- 
bility to  pay  those  costs  must  follow  the  power  to 
remova]    They  were  incurred  before  stat.  24  &  25  Viet 
c.  55.  «.  1.  came  into  operation.    [MeUor  J.  The  statute 
has  worked  injustice  to  this  extent,  that  the  appellants 
are  not  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  the  expenses  which 
they  would  have  been  reimbursed  if  the  order  had  been 
carried  out.     Wightman  J.    The  principle  laid  down  in 
Beg.  V.  The  IfAabiUints  of  St  Mary,  Whitechapel  (a),  is 
that,  if  a  statute  intervenes  to  prevent  a  vatid  order  of 
removal  being  carried  out,  the  parish  obtaining  that 
order  cannot  remove  the  pauper.    MeUor  J.    The  pau- 
per must  remain  with  the  appellants,  and  therefore  they 
are  liable  for  his  maintenance.] 

Per  CuBiAM.    (Wightman  and  Mellor  JJ.) 

Judgment  for  the  respondents. 

(a)  12  Q.  B,  120. 
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February  isth.  The  QuEEN  offainst  The  Inhabitants  of  Barton 

Settlentent.  UPON  IrWELL. 

Apprentice- 

^  By  indenture  of  the  29tih  September,  1845,  K,  wm  apprenticed  to  Ji. 
in  tne  township  of  J7.  for  five  yean ;  there  were  ooTenantB  by  the  masta 
to  pay  weekly  wages,  and  by  the  fkther  to  proTide  board  and  lodging 
during  the  apprenticeship.  On  each  Saturday  during  the  terra  J^.'b 
works  closed  at  two  o'clock  in  the  afternoon :  throughout  the  term  the 
pauper  resided  and  slept  erery  night  except  Saturday,  and  occasionally 
Sunday,  at  lodginn  in  J7. ;  on  each  Saturday  after  leaving  woik  he  veDt» 
until  snortly  aftior  hiB  marriaee,  to  the  house  of  his  &ther,  who  lived  in 
M. :  he  slept  there  on  Saturday  night,  and  occasionally  on  Sunday  night, 
and  returned  to  his  work  on  Monday  morning.  Shortly  after  ms  mar- 
riage, which  took  place  about  a  year  before  the  expiration  of  the  tezmi 
he  slept  at  his  father-in-law's  house,  which  was  aliso  in  3f.,  onSettir' 
day  nights,  and  occasionally  on  SuviUxy  nights.  For  the  last  ei^teen 
months  or  two  ;y*ears  of  the  term  he  lodsed  at  the  house  of  C.  in  i?.,  except 
on  Saturday  nights,  when  C.  required  the  room  which  he  occupied  for 
members  or  hor  own  family  who  came  to  see  her  on  that  day.  He  sle]^ 
at  his  lod^gs  on  the  night  of  Friday  the  27th  September,  1850,  and 
about  two  m  Sie  afternoon  of  the  next  day  left  off  work  and  went  to  SI., 
and  slept  there  that  night  and  also  on  the  Sunday  night.  On  the 
Monday  morning  he  returned  to  ^.,  and  worked  one  week  at  the 
same  rate  of  wages,  and  then  left^  Held,  that  he  slept  in  itfl  as  ^ 
apprentice  on  the  last  night  of  his  apprenticeship,  and  therefore  gained 
a  settlement  there. 

TTPON  appeal  at  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  city  of 
Manchester,  in  April,  1862,  against  an  order  for 
the  removal  of  Sarah  Ann  Kay  and  her  five  children 
(the  eldest  of  whom  was  not  ahove  eleven  years  of  age) 
from  the  township  of  Hulme  to  the  township  of  Barton 
upon  Irwell,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  the  order  was 
confirmed,  subject  to  the  following  case. 

Charles  Kay,  the  husband  of  Sarah  Ann  Kay,  was, 
by  indenture  bearing  date  the  29th  September,  1845, 
bound  apprentice  to  Messrs.  Nasmyth  &  Co.,  of  Patri- 
croft,  in  the  township  of  Barton  upon  Irtoell,  engineers 
and  ironfounders,  for  the  term,  of  five  years  from  the 
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date  of  the  indenture.  In  the  indenture  there  was  con-  1863. 
tained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  masters  to  pay  the  The  Quxeh 
apprentice  certain  weekly  wages^  and  a  covenant  by  the  3^^^^^^  ^p^j, 
apprentice's  father  to  provide  him  with  board  and  lodg-  Ikwbll. 
ing  during  the  continuance  of  the  apprenticeship.  Kay 
entered  the  service  of  Messrs.  Nasmyth  immediately 
afler  the  execution  of  the  indenture^  and  continued  in 
their  service  for  the  full  term  of  five  years,  in  manner 
hereinalEter  mentioned.  On  each  Saturday  during  the 
whole  of  the  term  of  the  apprenticeship  Messrs.  Nas- 
myth's  works  closed  at  two  o'clock  in  the  afternoon.  This 
is  the  hour  at  which  it  is  usual  for  works  of  a  similar 
description  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Barton  upon  Irwell 
to  close  on  the  Saturday.  Throughout  the  term  of  the 
^prenticeship  Kay  resided  and  slept  every  night, 
except  Saturday,  and  occasionally  Sunday,  at  lodgings 
in  Barton  upon  Irwell,  first  at  a  house  in  King  Street,  next 
at  a  house  in  Vicar  Street,  and  lastly  at  the  house  of  a 
woman  named  Nancy  Chadwich.  On  each  Saturday,  after 
leaving  work  about  noon,  he  regularly  went,  until  shortly 
after  his  marriage,  to  the  house  of  his  father,  who  lived  in 
Manchester,  about  six  miles  from  Patricroft  Here  he 
alept  on  the  Saturday  nights  regularly,  and  occasionally 
on  the  Sunday  nights  also,  and  returned  to  his  work  at 
Patricroft  on  Monday  morning.  Shortly  after  Kay*^ 
marriage,  which  took  place  about  a  year  before  the  expi- 
ration of  the  term  of  his  apprenticeship,  he  used  to  sleep 
at  his  father-in-law's  house,  instead  of  his  own  father's, 
on  the  Saturday  nights  and  occasionally  on  the  Sunday 
nights  also :  the  father-in-law,  however,  lived  in  Manchester 
as  well  as  the  father.  For  the  last  eighteen  months  or  two 
years  of  the  term  Kay  lodged    at  the  said  Nancy 
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1868.        Chadwiei'n;  the  lodgings  were  taken  by  himself  tt  2s. 
TheQuKnT  per  week,  but  at  the  time  of  the  arrangement  Nmtj 
Baktok  upoh    Chadwiek  stipnlated  that  he  should  not  sleep  tt  her 
Iawuu       house  on  the  Saturday  nights,  as  members  of  her  own 
fimiily  came  over  to  see  her  on  that  day,  and  she  re- 
qnired  the  room  he  occupied  for  them  that  night    Kay 
slept  at  his  lodgings  in  Patricroft  on  the  night  of  Fnioji 
the  27th  September^  1850,  and  about  two  in  the  after- 
noon on  the  following  Saturday  he  left  off  work  snd 
went  to  Manchester  to  sleep,  and  slept  there  that  nigbt, 
and  also  on  the  following  Sunday  night     On  the  follow- 
ing Monday  morning  Kay  returned  to  Messrs.  Nasmy&% 
and  worked  one  week  at  the  same  rate  of  wages,  and 
then  left.    Altogether  Kay  slept  more  than  forty  nigbts 
at  Patricroftj  and  more  than  forty  nights  in  Manehnter. 
In  the  month  of  Auyust,  1861,  Kay  deserted  Ins  wife, 
Sarah  Ann  Kay,  and  his  family,  and  left  them  charge- 
able to  the  township  of  Hulme,  where  they  were  resicKng 
at  the  time  of  his  desertion. 

On  behalf  of  the  appellants,  it  was  contended  that 
the  night  of  the  28th  September,  1850,  was  the  night 
of  the  last  day  of  the  apprenticeship,  and  that,  as  the 
pauper's  husband  slept  at  the  township  of  Manchetter 
on  that  night,  he  consequently  gained  a  settlement 
there. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondents  it  was  denied  that  the 
apprenticeship  was  subsisting  on  the  night  of  the  28th 
September,  1850,  and  if  it  was  subsisting,  that  though  in 
&ct  the  pauper's  husband  did  sleep  in  Maneheeter  on  the 
night  of  each  Saturday,  and  on  the  night  of  the  Satur- 
day  which  was  the  last  day  of  his  apprenticeship^  sadi 
residence  had  no  reference  to,  and  was  not  in  furtherance 
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of  his  apprenticeship,  and  that  therefore  no  settlement        1868. 
in  Manchester  was  gained.  The  Qubm 

The  deputj  Recorder  entertained  the  view  taken  by  B^n^oir 
the  respondents  and  confirmed  the  order.  lawsu.. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  view  taken 
hy  the  respondents  was  the  correct  one,  then  the  order  of 
justices  and  the  order  of  Sessions  were  to  stand ;  otherwise 
they  were  to  be  quashed. 

Bopwoody  in  suppOTt  of  the  order  of  Sessions. — First, 
the  apprenticeship  came  to  an  end  at  two  o'clock  in  the 
afternoon  of  Saturday,  the  28th  September,  1850,  that 
being  the  hour  at  which  the  master's  works  always  dosed  . 
on  Saturday ;  Bex  y«  The  Inhabitants  of  R&chester  (a). 
[ff'iffhtman  J.  Suppose  the  master,  for  some  urgent 
matter,  required  the  apprentice  to  work  after  two  o'clock, 
he  must  have  worked.] 

Secondly.  The  sleeping  of  the  apprentice  being 
in  Manchester,  out  of  the  parish  in  which  his  mas- 
ters' works  were^  was  not  referable  to  or  in  further- 
ance of  the  service  under  the  apprenticeship:  it  was 
a  matter  of  indulgence  tram  his  masters,  or  in  pur- 
suance of  an  arrangement  between  him  and  the  land- 
lady of  his  lodgings,  who  was  not  able  to  give  him 
lodging  on  those  nights.  [Melhr  J.  His  masters  did 
not  covenant  to  provide  him  with  board  and  lodging 
anywhere.]  In  Bex  v.  Ilkeston  (b)  an  apprentice,  who 
lived  and  worked  with  his  master  in  the  parish  of  Ilkes- 
ton, went  home  to  his  father's,  in  the  parish  of  Badf&rd, 
every  Saturday,  and  slept  there  on  Saturday  and  Sunday 
nights,  with  his  master's  leave,  and  returned  to  work  on 
Monday  morning :  the  apprentice,  having  returned,  and 
(a)  2  IT.  #  5.  135.  (6)  4  B,  f  C.  64. 
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1868.       worked  as   usual  on  Monday,  left  his  master  in  the 
Thb  Quixn    evening  and  never  returned ;  and  it  was  held  l^t,  the 
Barton  dpoh   sleeping  in  Radford  being  merely  by  way  of  indul- 
gence^ and  not  for  the  purposes  of  the  apprenticeship, 
was  not  sufficient  to  confer  a  settlement  in  that  pansh* 
In  Reg.  v.  Tlie  Inhabitants  ofElswiek  (a)  an  apprentice, 
except  when  absent  in  the  neighbouring  villages,  whfle 
executing  work  there  for  his  mistress,  lodged,  boarded  and 
slept  at  his  father's  house  in  G.,  going  every  day,  except 
when  so  absent,  to  his  work  of  a  morning  at  N.,  where  his 
mistress  carried  on  the  business  of  a  glazier  and  painter, 
and  returning  at  night  to  G.    For  some  weeks  before 
the  last  day  of  his  apprenticeship  he  had  been  working 
for  his  mistress  at  £.,  where  he  lived  and  slept  as 
such  apprentice  for  more' than  forty  days.     On  the 
Tuesday  before  the   expiration  of  his  apprenticeship 
he  dept  at  B.     On  Wednesday,  the  last  day  of  his  ap- 
prenticeship, he  left  his  work  at  B,,  which  was  not  then 
completed,  at  four  o^dock  p.  m.,  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  his  mistress,  and  went  to  N,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  seeing  her,  and  ascertaining  whether  she  would 
continue  him  in  her  service  as  a  journeyman :  he  then 
went  on  to  Cr.,  and  slept  there  that  night ;  and  it  was 
held  that  a  settlement  was  gained  in  G.    But  neither  Rex 
V.  Thelnkabitants  of  Ribchester  (b)  nor  Rex  v.  Rkeston{c) 
were  there  cited :  and  the  Court  must  have  assumed 
that  the  sleeping  at  G,  was  by  the  direction  of  the  mistress. 

Crompton  Button,  contriu— The  28th  September,  1850, 
was  part  of  the  five  years  of  service  under  this  appren- 
ticeship.    In  Rex  V.  The  Inliabitants  of  Ribchester  {b)  the 

(a)  7  Jur.  N.  S,  46.  (6)  2  3f,  f  S,  136. 

(c)  4  A  #  C.  64. 
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apprentice,  haying  left  his  master  on  Saturday ,  never        1868. 
intended  to  return :  he  broke  his  indenture  on  that  day.    The  Qusur 
Suppose  a  legacy  bequeathed  to  an  apprentice  at  the  b^i^ton  ufov 
end  of  his  apprenticeship,  and  the  facts  were  as  in  Bex      I*well, 
T.  TheInhabiianisqfBibehesier(a),  the  apprentice  would 
not  get  the  legacy,  because  the  apprenticeship  neyer 
duly  came  to  an  end ;  but  if  such  a  legacy  had  been 
bequeathed  in  the  present  case,  the  apprentice  would  be 
entitled  to  it  because  the  apprenticeship  ran  out  by  his 
aleepmg  in  the  respondent  parish.    In  Beff.  y.  The  Inhabit- 
ants ofEltwiek  (i),  where  the  apprentice  quitted  his  work 
on  the  last  day  of  his  apprenticeship,  there  was  no 
breaking  off  firom  it,  and  he  slept  at  G.  under  the 
apprenticeship. 

Secondly.  The  sleeping  in  Manchester^  whether  at 
Nancjf  ChaduieV^  or  at  the  house  of  the  apprentice's 
fietther  and  of  his  father-in-law,  was  not  by  way  of  recreation 
or  indulgence :  the  house  of  his  father,  and  of  his  father- 
in-law,  was  his  regular  place  for  lodging  on  Saturday 
and  Sunday  night,  whether  his  masters  knew  and  con- 
sented to  it  or  not,  which  amply  distinguishes  the  present 
case  firom  Bex  y.  Ilkeston  {c).  Bey.  y.  7^  Inhabitants 
afElswiek  {b)  is  in  &your  of  the  respondents  on  this 
point. 

WxQHTiCAN  J.  The  question  is  in  which  of  these  two 
townships  did  Charles  Kay,  the  husband  of  the  pauper, 
gain  a  settlement.  Under  the  indenture  of  apprentice- 
ship he  had  resided  in  the  appellant  township  long 
enough  to  gain  a  settlement  there,  and  equally  so  to 
gain  a  settlement  in  the  township  of  Manchester.    The 

(a)  2M,f8.  185.  (6)  IJur,  N,  8.  46. 

(c)  4  A  #  c.  ec 

VOL.    III.  2    S  B.    ft   8. 
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1863.  question  then  ultimately  to  be  determined  for  ascertain- 

The  Queen  uig  the  settlement  is^  in  which  of  the  townships  did  he 

Babton  upon  '^^^P  ^^  the  last  night  of  his  apprenticeship?    On  that 

Jewell.  ^jgj^|.  j^^  ^^^^  ^  Manchester.     Did  he  become  settled 

there  by  reason  of  that  pernoctation  ? 

It  is  said  that  he  did  not^  for  two  reasons :  firsts  he- 
cause  the  apprenticeship  ceased  at  the  time  when  he  lefi; 
work  at  2  o'clock  on  the  afternoon  of  Saturday,  the  28th 
September  ;  though  I  think  this  was  not  very  seriously 
contended  for ;  and  the  present  case  is  clearly  distin- 
guishable from  Rex  y.  The  Inhabitants  of  Eibchester  (a), 
where  the  apprentice  broke  his  indenture,  and  went 
away  firom  his  master  without  an  animus  revertendi. 
Here  the  masters  had  a  right  to  the  service  of  their 
apprentice  through  the  whole  of  Saturday,  though  the 
practice  was  that  he  was  not  required  to  do  any  work 
in  the  afternoon  of  that  day. 

The  second  point,  which  was  most  pressed  in  argu- 
ment, was,  whether  the  sleeping  in  Manchester,  on  the 
night  of  the  28th  September,  was  a  residence  in  further- 
ance of  the  apprenticeship,  according  to  the  expression 
in  most  of  the  cases,  or  merely  for  recreation,  and 
without  any  necessity  or  requirement  for  his  sleeping 
there.  It  seems  to  me  that  Rex  y.  Ilkeston  {b)  is 
not  inconsistent  with  Reg,  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Eh- 
wiek(c).  In  Rex  y.  Ilkeston  there  was  no  question  as  to 
where  the  apprentice  last  slept,  yiz.  in  Radford;  but 
he  had  gone  there  by  the  indulgence  of  his  master, 
there  was  no  reason  why  he  should  not  haye  slept  at  his 
master's  house,  and  it  was  held  that  this  sleeping  at 
Radford  was  not  sufficient  to  confer  a  settlement  there ; 
but  Abbott  C.  J.  said,  p.  67 : — "  There  may,  indeed,  be 

(a)  2  AT.  #  A  135.  (b)  4  B.  f  C.  64. 

{e)  7  Jw,  N.  8,  45. 
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cases^  and  some  such  Eave  arisen,  where  an  inhabitation  1863. 
in  a  parish  different  from  that  in  which  the  master  xhe  Qubbk 
resides  may  be  in  furtherance  of  the  service ;  for  instance,  baetok  upon 
where  a  master  cannot  take  an  apprentice  into  his  own  I&well. 
house,  and  appoints  or  allows  him  to  choose  a  residence  in 
another  parish,  so  that  he  may  return  to  his  work  every 
morning.''  Here  the  apprentice  was  not  sleeping  away 
firom  the  township  in  which  his  masters'  works  were  as 
an  indulgence ;  but  his  masters,  not  having  covenanted 
to  find  lodging,  allowed  him  to  lodge  elsewhere,  and 
accordingly  for  five  nights  in  the  week  he  lodged  with 
Nancy  Chadmckf  in  Manchester ;  and,  as  she  could  not 
take  him  in  on  Saturday  night,  he  went  to  his  father's 
house,  not  as  a  mere  indulgence  of  his  masters ;  for  he 
must  sleep  somewhere,  and  it  was  in  his  option  to  be 
with  his  fiither  or  his  father-in-law  instead  of  looking 
out  for  lodgings.  It  is  not  found  whether  his  mas- 
ters knew  or  approved  of  his  doing  so ;  probably  they 
did  not  care,  because  he  came  regularly  to  his  work. 
In  Hex  V.  Ilkeston  {a)  Bayley  J.  says : — *'  Where  the 
master  appoints  no  place  for  the  pauper  to  sleep,  or 
appoints  a  place  out  of  the  parish  where  the  service  is 
performed,  I  agree  that  a  settlement  is  gained  in  the 
parish  where  the  apprentice  sleeps,"  and  he  cited  two 
cases  which  proceeded  on  that  ground.  He  adds,  "  But 
if  an  apprentice  in  general  resides  with  his  master,  and 
is  allowed  once  a  week,  as  an  indulgence,  to  visit  his 
parents  in  another  parish,  he  does  not  lodge  there  as  an 
apprentice,  and  I  cannot  see  that  the  case  is  varied, 
whether  the  indulgence  be  for  days  or  for  months." 
That  language  would  be  applicable  to  the  present  case 
if  the  pauper's  husband  had  lodged  in  Manchester  merely 
(rt)  AB.^C.  64.  68. 
2  s  2 
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1863.       by  indulgence.     But  he  lodged  there  as  an  apprentice, 

The  QDxnr    ^^^  therefore  the  appellants  are  entitled  to  succeed. 

▼. 
Babtoh  upov 
Ibwill.  Mellok  J.  (the  only  other  Judge  present).    When 

the  judgments  of  Abbott  C.  J.  and  Bayley  J.,  in  Bex  t. 
Hkestan  {a),  and  particularly  the  latter^  are  read,  the 
present  case  may  be  determined  precisely  on  the  dis* 
tinction  suggested  in  them.  In  its  facts  that  case  is 
entirely  distinguished  from  the  present,  because  the 
apprentice  had  lodged  with  his  master,  and  the  allowing 
him  to  sleep  at  his  father's  house  on  Saturday  and  Sun- 
day was  simple  indulgence  towards  him.  Here  he  did 
not  reside  in  the  parish  in  which  he  worked,  but  had  a 
general  licence  from  his  masters  to  lodge  where  he  liked, 
provided  he  came  to  his  work  on  Monday.  Here  slao 
the  father  agreed  to  find  lodging  for  his  son,  and  then 
an  arrangement  was  made  with  Nancy  Chadwiek  for  lus 
lodging  at  her  house,  and  as  she  could  not  take  him  in 
on  Saturday  and  Sunday,  he  found  a  lodging  with  his 
fiither  or  father-in-law  on  those  nights,  but  he  went 
there,  not  for  recreation  or  by  the  indulgence  of  his 
masters,  but  for  his  board  and  lodging,  which  he  must 
have  somewhere,  otherwise  he  would  not  be  aUe  to 
return  on  Monday  morning.  The  present  case  is  there- 
fore distinguished  from  Bex  v.  Ilkeston  (a),  though  the 
language  of  the  Judges  is  applicable;  and  I  agree  with 
my  brother  Wightman  that  our  judgment  ought  to  be 
for  the  appellants. 

Order  of  Sessiozus  quashed. 


XXVI.   VICTORIA.  618 

18Gd. 


Habqrsavbs,  appellant,  Tatlob,  respondent.    Batufdt^, 

Ftbruaiy2UL 

By  the  Public  Health  Act,  1848. 11  &  12  Viet.  c.  63.  «.  51,  the  sur-  -^|.    -y^- 

Teyor  of  the  Local  Board  of  Health  may  examine  any  drain,  water-  yiil^^ 

closet,  priTy,  oeaspool,  or  ash  pit,  and  if  it  is  in  bad  order  and  condition  f.  vV^Ttrtf 

the  Boaid  shall  cause  notice  in  writing  to  be  giren  to  the  owner  or  occn-  *  ^^  LT^' 

pier  of  the  premises,  reo  airing  him  to  do  the  necessary  works;  and  if  v^ZIJzJl^ 

such  notice  De  not  complied  with,  the  narty  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  f^S^T^ 

tor  cTciy  day  during  which  he  makes  aefknlt :  Held,  that  the  discretion  ^n^lT^-^  ^r 

to  determine  what  works  are  nece88a37  to  be  done  is  Tested  in  the  Board,  jS^ZSj^  ^ 

and  that,  on  a  proceeding  before  justices  to  recover  the  penalty  under  tJ!^j>|j^ 

seeL  129,  they  haye  no  jurisdiction  to  review  its  determination.  c/7u$^^ 

QASE  stated  by  jnstioeB  under  stat  20  ^  21  Vict, 
C.4S. 

At  a  Petty  Sesaions  bolden  at  Taunian  before  jus- 
tices of  the  county  of  Somenet,  a  snmmoiis  issued  by 
the  appellant^  surveyor  of  the  Taunton  Board  of  Health, 
in  their  behalf,  against  the  respondent^  under  the  54th 
and  129th  sections  of  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848, 
11  ft;  12  Viet  e.  68.,  for  disobedience  of  a  notice  of  the 
Board,  requiring  him  to  construct,  under  three  combined 
priries,  his  property,  a  continuous  eject  of  nine  inch 
brickwork  set  in  cement,  the  new  eject  to  be  trapped 
and  conneeted  with  the  Mary  Street  sewer»  and  to  have 
an  attached  efficient  water  supply  sufficient  for  the 
immediate  removal  of  the  soil,  was  heard  and  dismissed. 

The  appellant  was  the  owner  and  part  occni^  of  the 
premises  mentioned  in  the  summons;  and  the  same 
were  situate  in  the  borough  of  Taunton  and  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Local  Board  of  Health.  Complaint, 
in  writing,  of  the  premises  as  a  nuisance  having  been 
duly  made  to  the  Local  Board,  the  siurreyor,  with  their 
authority,  entered  upon  and  examined  them,  after  notice 
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1863.  ^^  ^^®  respondent,  according  to  law;  and  upon  his 
Habokkatm  report,  specifying  certain  works  as  necessary  to  be  done 
Tatlob  ^  order  to  abate  the  nuisance,  tbe  Local  Board  caused 
notice  to  be  served  on  the  respondent,  ordering  those 
works  to  be  done  to  the  satis&ction  of  the  sor^eyor. 
The  respondent  afterwards  executed  and  completed  all 
the  works  required  by  the  notice,  with  the  exception  of 
providing  an  attached  water  supply,  but  at  the  hearing 
of  the  summons  he  proposed  to  undertake  that  wat^ 
should  be,  from  time  to  time,  thrown  into  the  eject 
sufficient  to  keep  it  dear. 

The  justices  considered  that  the  respondent  had 
done  all  the  works  which  were  necessaiy  and  sufficient, 
although  he  had  not  executed  all  the  works  which  the 
notice  of  the  Local  Board  required. 

[The  case  set  out  the  evidence  upon  which  the  justices 
came  to  that  determination.] 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whe- 
ther the  justices  had  authority  to  inquire  into  the 
necessity  of  the  works  ordered,  or  whether  the  penalties 
were  recoverable  upon  proof  merely  of  default  made  in 
the  execution  of  the  works  which  the  surveyor  deemed 
necessary  upon  an  examination  of  the  premises,  and  the 
execution  of  which  the  Local  Board  had  accordingly 
required. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  Term  {Ncv.  12th, 
1862),  before  Cockbu&n  C.  J.,  Wiohtman,  Blackbubn 
and  Mbllob  J  J. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

Coleridge  (Folkard  with  him),  for  the  appellant. — First. 
The  Public  Health  Act,  1848, 11  &  12  VicL  c.  68.  s.  54. 
enacts;  'Hhat  the  Local  Board  of  Health  shall  see  and 
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provide  that  all  drains  whatsoever^  and  the  waterclosets^        1863. 
privies,  cesspools,  and  ashpits  within  their  district,  are  "iuaaBBAVKs 
constmcted  and  kept  so  as  not  to  be  a  nuisance  or  inju-      tayloh. 
nous  to  health ;  and  the  surveyor  may,  by  written  author- 
ity of  the  said  Local  Board  (who  are  hereby  empowered 
to  grant  such  authority,  upon  the  written  application  of 
any  person  shewing  that  the  drain,  waterdoset,  privy, 
cesspool,  or  ashpit  in  respect  of  which  application  is 
made  is  a  nuisance  or  injurious  to  health,  but  not  other- 
wise), and  after  twenty-four  hours'  notice  in  writing,  or 
in  case  of  emergency  without  notice,  to  the  occupier  of 
the  premises  to  which  such  drain,  waterdoset,  privy,  cess- 
pool, or  ashpit  is  attached  or  belongs,  enter  such  premises^ 
with  or  without  assistants,  and  cause  the  ground  to  be 
opened,  and  examine  and  lay  open  such  drain,  waterdoset, 
privy,  cesspool,  or  ashpit ;  but  if  upon  such  ex- 
amination such  drain,  waterdoset,  privy,  cesspool,  or 
ashpit  appear  to  be  in  bad  order  and  condition,  or  to  re- 
quire alteration  or  amendment,  he  shall  cause  the  ground 
to  be  closed,  and  the  said  Local  Board  shall  cause  notice 
in  writing  to  be  given  to  the  owner  or  occupier  of  the 
premises  upon  or  in  respect  of  which  the  examination 
is  made,  requiring  him  forthwith,  or  within  such  reason- 
able time  as  shall  be  spedfied  in  such  notice,  to  do  the 
necessary  works;  and  if  such  notice  be  not  complied 
with,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  given  shall  be  liable  to  a 
penalty  not  exceeding  10s.  for  every  day  during  which  he 
continues  to  make  de&ult,  and  the  said  Local  Board 
may,  if  they  shall  think  fit,  execute  such  works,  and  the 
expenses  incurred  by  them  in  so  doing  shall  be  recover- 
able by  them  from  the  owner  in  a  summary  manner,  or, 
by  order  of  the  said  Local  Board,  shall  be  declared  to  be 
private  improvement  expenses,  audbe  recoverable  as  such 
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1868.       in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided/'     What  are  ike 
Haeohkatii  neceaaaryworkamuat  beaetontinthenotioe)  and  when 
Tatlom.      notice  haa  been  duly  given  to  do  the  neceaaarj  worlu 
under  sect.  64,  and  the  Board  of  Health  go  before  jas- 
ticea  for  the  purpoae  of  enforcing  it^  the  juatioes  are  not 
to  rehear  the  case.    Here  the  Board  of  Health  having 
exerdaed  the  diacretion  veated  in  them  of  dedding  what 
worka  were  neoeaaary  to  be  done  by  the  owner  of  the 
houae,  it  waa  beyond  the  juriadiction  of  the  juatices  to 
aay  that  the  worka  ordered  were  not  neceaaary.  The  1^- 
lature  could  not  have  intended  that,  in  a  matter  pecu- 
liarly in  the  knowledge  of  the  Board  of  Health,  two  jna- 
tioea  in  Petty  Seaaiona  ahould  review  the  dedaion  of  that 
Board.  IfFightmanJ.  Snppoaethejuaticea  are  of  opinion 
that  the  penalty  haa  not  been  incurred,  becauae  the 
worka  directed  to  be  done  have  been  executed.]    That 
ia  a  fact  into  which  they  have  a  right  to  inquire.    In 
7^  Vesiry  of  St  Luke,  Middlesex,  appta.,  Lewis,  reapt.  (a)» 
upon  The  Metropolia  Local  Management  Act,  18  &  19 
VtcL  c.  120.  #•  81.,  it  waa  held  that  the  veatry,  had 
power,  if  neceaaary,  to  convert  an  insufficient  privy  into 
a  waterdoset,  and  that,  having  exerdaed  that  pow^,  a 
police  magistrate  waa  wrong  in  refusing  to  order  the 
owner  of  the  house  to  pay  the  expenaea.     Iff^himan  J. 
That  case  would  be  in  point  if  atat  11  &  12  FicL  c.  63. 
#.  54.  had  given  the  Local  Board  power  to  order  an 
effective  water  supply :  stat.  18  &  19  Vu^.  e.  120.  i.  81. 
empowers  the  yestry  to  determine  whether  there  ahall 
be  a  waterdoset.     Blackburn  J.     Stat.  18  &  19  Vkt. 
c,  120.  s.  211.  gives  an  appeal  against  any  order  of 
the  veatry  or  District  Board  to  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works.     Cochbum  C.  J.     Under  atat  11  ft  12  Vid. 
(a)  1 S.  #  A  866. 
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e.  63.  there  ia  no  appeal  against  the  order  of  the  Board  1808. 
of  Health :  sect.  185  only  givee  an  appeal  to  any  per-  HAEoasATii 
son  aggrieved  ''  by  any  catA&t,  conviction^  jadgment,  or  tatLob. 
determination  of  or  by  any  matter  or  thing  done  by  any 
justice  or  justices''  where  the  penalty  or  snmmdjudged 
shall  exceed  20f.]  If  the  justices  made  an  order  in 
support  of  the  order  of  tiie  Board  of  Health,  that  might 
be  appealed  against,  but  the  Board  of  Health  cannot 
appeal  against  the  refusal  of  the  justices  to  make  an 
order.  [BlaMmm  J.  Stat.  11  k  12  Vid.  e.  68.  #.  54 
gives  the  Local  Board  power  to  direct  the  owner  or 
occupier  ''  to  do  the  necessary  works'' — ^not  the  works 
which  they  or  the  surveyor  may  think  necessary;  and 
the  justices  have  only  said  that  the  Local  Board  have 
called  upon  the  respondent  to  do  more  than  was  neces- 
sary. MeOarJ.  Thewordsof  sect.  54 are, ''if  such  notice 
be  not  complied  with,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  given 
shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty."  He  referred  to  sect.  49.] 
Sect.  54;,  in  effect,  says  that  the  works  to  be  done  shall 
be  such  as  appear  to  the  surveyor  to  be  necessary. 
[WiglUman  J.  Suppose  many  of  the  things  which  the 
surveyor  has  thought  necessary  to  be  done  are,  by  the 
concurrent  testimoiQr  of  wHnesses,  not  necessary,  or  more 
expensive  than  necessary.  Coctbum  C.  J.  Policy  and 
expediency  seem  to  require  that^  if  the  Board  of  Health 
have  jurisdiction  to  determine  whether  an  alteration  is 
neoeasary,  they  should  also  determine  what  alteration  is 
necessary.  Even  after  th«  determination  of  the  justices 
dismissing  the  complaint,  the  surveyor  may  go  again 
and  order  the  same  work  to  be  done.  But  could  it  have 
been  intended  that  the  power  of  the  Board  of  Health 
should  not  be  subject  to  any  appeal  ?]  That  Board  is 
an  elected  body,  and  may  be  trusted  with  absolute  power ; 
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1863.       though  Tinkler  v.  The  Wandsworth  Dtstriet  Beard  cf 
HAEoaEAVBs   ^<»"**(fl)  conflicts  with  that  proposition,  [ilfeaar  J.  The 
TatLob.      ^"^J®^  ^^  »***•  11  &  12  f^'-  <?•  68.  could  not  be  carried 
out  without  the  exercise  of  a  certain  amount  of  arbitrary 
power.]  •  The  justices  have  a  discretion  given  to  them 
for  the  first  time  by  sect  129,  which  enacts  "that  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  amount  of  any  damages,  costs,  or 
expenses  is  by  this  Act  directed  to  be  ascertained  or 
recovered  in  a  summary  manner  the  same  may  be  ascer- 
tained by  or  recovered  before  two  justices.''    Under  that 
section  they  are  only  to  tax  the  bill  for  the  expenses 
incurred  by  the  vestry  in  executing  the  works,  by  see- 
ing that  the  works  have  been  properly  executed  and  the 
sums  charged  have  been  paid. 

Secondly.  The  justices  came  to  a  wrong  condusion 
on  the  question  of  fiict;  and  they  have  set  out  the  evi- 
dence on  which  they  decided.  \Blachbum  J.  We  do 
not  sit  as  a  Court  of  appeal  on  a  question  of  &ct(i).] 

Cur.  adv.  mil 

Mellor  J.  {Feb.  21st)  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. 

The  question  for  our  decision  in  this  case  depends 
upon  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  54th  section  of 
The  Public  Health  Act,  1848, 1 1  &  12  Vict.  c.  63.  The 
case  is  not  firee  from  difficulty,  and  the  doubts  expressed 
by  my  brother  Blackburn  during  the  argument  are  not 
altogether  dispelled,  but  he  does  not  dissent  firom  the 
views  entertained  by  the  other  members  of  the  Court, 
that  the  discretion  to  determine  what  works  are  ne- 


(a)  2DeG,^J.26l. 

(b)  See  ComweU,  appellantp  Sanders,  respondent^  ante*  p.  206. 
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oessary  to  be  done  within  the  54th  section  is  vested  in       1608. 
the  Board  of  Health  and  not  in  the  justices  at  Petty   haeobkavw 

The  section  begins  by  declaring  that  the  Local  Board 
of  Health  shall  see  and  provide  that  all  drains  whatso- 
e?er  and  the  waterdosets,  &c.^  within  their  district^  are 
80  kept  as  not  to  be  a  nuisance  to  the  public  healthy  and 
m  the  event  of  the  necessary  works  not  being  done  in 
pursuance  of  their  notice^  the  Local  Board  may  execute 
the  works  themselves  and  recover  the  expenses  in  a  sum- 
mary manner^  or  order  them  to  be  declared  private  im- 
provement expenses  recoverable  from  the  owner  or  occu- 
pier by  means  of  a  rate  in  the  manner  provided  by  the 
Act- 
Under  such  circumstances  it  seems  more  reasonable  to 
hold  that  the  discretion  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  works  required  to  be  done  is  vested  in  the  Local 
Board  rather  than  in  the  justices  at  Petty  Sessions^  and 
we  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  justices  were  wrong 
in  assuming  a  jurisdiction  to  review  the  determination  of 
the  Board  of  Health  as  to  this  matter.  We  think  there- 
fore that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  appellant 

Judgment  for  the  appellant. 
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F(ifrnMfy21ft 

Cky/rehraU, 
ValidUy  of 

roUdiapuUd. 

Action  agamai 

justicM, 

RiOiontAU 

andprobabU 


PsASB  and  others  agamat  Hsnbt  Chattob, 
Esquirei  and  another. 


Miadifetion, 

68^.3.0.127. 

«.12. 

CoaUof 

quaskuiff 

wrd&r, 

rnUvin, 
£XrideHC0. 


DedAnrtion  •ounst  jiwtf  OM  of  the  peaee  allagad  that  the  p^^ 
zAted  to  a  ehurcn  zste,  the  Tsliditj  of  which  rate  was  disputed  by  them; 
that  thejr  wen  summoned  for  nonpajment  of  Uie  rate ;  that  at  the  hMrinf 
before  the  defendants,  the  plaintiffit,  in  good  £uth  dispnting  the  itHi^tj 
of  the  Tate,  gaye  the  defendants  notice  Sieieof :  yet  tne  definidaat%  oot 
acting  bon&  Sde  in  the  belief  that  they  were  acting  in  conformity  to  lav, 
and  when  they  well  knew  that  they  had  not  jnxisdictioa  to  proceed,  made 
an  Older  for  payment  of  the  rate^  which  oider  was  afterwaids  onaihed, 
and  issued  their  warrant  of  distress,  by  Tirtue  of  which  tiie  gooos  of  the 
plaintiff  were  distrained.  Pleas:  1.  Not  guilty.  2.  As  to  thedistrainingof  the 
goods  of  the  plaintifBi,  that  the  waixant  was  issued  on  the  aimliettioo  of 
the  ehurehwaiden%  and  earaented  by  their  direction,  as  well  as  by  the 
command  of  the  defendants^  and  that  the  plaintiflh  afterwards  reooTered 
judgment  in  rei>leTin  in  the  County  Court  On  the  txisl  it  appeared  that 
the  platntiib  oqjected  before  the  justices  to  the  yalidity  of  the  rate;  bat 
the  defondants  oTsnuled  the  objections,  and  made  the  otdsr,  and  ssbie- 
quently  the  distress  wanant^  to  enforce  the  payment  of  it.  The  order  wai 
made  on  the  0th  Janumy,  1859;  the  distress  warrant  was  signed  by  the 
plaintifi  on  the  3rd  February,  and  the  seisure  under  it  was  on  the  14th 
March,  On  the  27th  Jpril  the  plaintiffli  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  eei^ 
tiorari  to  quash  the  order,  and  on  the  Uth  of  June  the  order  was  quashed. 
The  action  was  commenced  on  the  13th  of  Jum,  An  examined  copy  of 
the  judgment  in  the  action  of  replevin,  not  under  the  seal  of  the  Couity 
Court,  was  produced  by  the  r^;istrar  of  the  Court  The  Judge  direetad 
the  jury  that,  if  they  believed  that  the  plaintiffii  bonA  fide  intended  to 
dispute,  and  did  dispute,  the  yalidi^  of  the  rate,  and  gaye  notice  thereof 
to  tne  defendants^  who,  notwithstanaing  determined  to  proceed,  the  plain- 
tiffii were  entitled  to  recover ;  but  if  they  thought  that  the  obieetionf 
made  by  the  plaintifi  to  the  yalidit^jr  of  the  rate  were  put  fcMward  merely 
as  a  pretext  for  the  purpose  of  eyadSng  jpayment  thereof^  and  ousting  the 
juzisoiction  of  the  justices^  they  should  una  for  the  defendants.    Held, 

1.  Per  Wightman  and  Blackburn  JJ.,  MeUor  J.  dissentienteb  that  the 
justices  were  not  liable  unless  they  acted  without  reasonable  and  pro- 
bable cause  in  deciding  that  the  rate  was  not  bon&  fide  disputed;  and 
therefore  there  was  a  misdirection  in  not  leaying  to  the  jury  toe  question 
whether  the  justices  acted  without  reasonable  or  probame  eanse  for  thiir 
decision. 

2.  Per  Wiakbman,  BlacJebwrn  and  MeOor  JJ.,  that  aa  regards  the 
making  of  tne  order,  the  defendants,  if  they  needed  protection,  were 
protected  by  stat  53  G.  3.  c.  127.  s,  12.,  which  enacts  that  an  aetioo 
Drought  for  any  thing  done  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  shall  be  commenced 
within  three  calendar  months  next  after  the  foct  committed :  and 

3.  That  the  examined  copy  of  the  judgment  in  the  County  Comt  wai 
sufficient  proof  of  the  substance  of  the  second  plea;  and  that  thejodg- 
ment  in  replevin  was  a  bar  to  the  recoyeiy  of  damages  for  the  seisure :  and 

4.  That  the  costs  of  bringing  u^  and  quashing  uie  order  were  no  part 
of  the  damage  arising  from  the  seisure ;  and  yiMsre,  whether  they  ooold 
haye  been  recoyered  as  special  damage  if  the  action,  as  reguds  the 
making  of  the  order,  had  been  brought  within  the  three  months  limited 
by  Stat  63  Q.  3.  c.  127.  s.  12. 
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1868. 
T^HIS  was  an  action^  oommenoed  on  the  18th  Junt^       p.^^, 

1859j  against  the  defendants,  justiees  of  the  peace 
for  the  comity  of  Durham^  for  granting  their  warrant 
to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  church  rate  for  the  chapehy 
of  St.  Helen* »f  Auckland,  in  that  county,  the  amount  of 
which  was  under  10/.,  and  the  yalidity  of  which  was 


T. 

Chattob. 


The  declaration  contained  two  counts.  Thefirst  count, 
and  the  second  plea,  which  was  pleaded  to  so  much  of  it 
as  rehited  to  the  distraining  of  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs, 
are  set  out  in  the  report  of  the  case  on  demuner  (see 

The  second  count  applied  to  a  similar  order  for  the 
payment  of  another  rate  amounting  to  5#.  Ad.,  and  the 
warrant  issued  thereon.  The  third  plea  to  the  second 
count  was  the  same  as  the  second  plea  to  the  first  count. 

The  first  plea  was  not  guilty  by  statute  (7  &  8  fT.  8. 
e.34 «.  4.;  IG.  1.  stat  2.  e. 6.  #.2. ;  58  O.Z.  e.  127.  sf.6, 
12.;  11&12  Fict  c.  44.  #.  10.) 

The  replications  to  the  second  and  third  pleas,  respect- 
ively protesting  that  there  were  no  records  of  the  supposed 
recoTeries  in  those  pleas  respectively  mentioned,  took 
iisoe  on  the  residue  of  those  pleas  respectively. 

Second  replication  to  the  second  plea :  that  there  was 
not  any  record  of  the  supposed  recovery  in  that  plea 
mentioned  remaining  in  the  said  County  Court;  and 
thereupon  the  defendants  were  commanded  that  they 
have  the  record  here,  on  &c. 

Similar  replication  to  the  third  plea. 

On  the  trial,  before  MeUor  J.,  at  the  Spring  Assises 
for  the  county  of  Durham,  in  1862,  evidence  was  given 
that  certain  objections  were  urged  before  the    ustices 
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1868.       and  quashing  those  orders^  the  action  was  Ixroiight  too 
PxAss       late,  and  as  to  the  Tesidne  of  the  causes  of  action  the 
Chattob.     judgment  recovered  in  the  County  Court  iras  a  good 
answer:  or  to  reduce  the  damages  to  Is.,  on  the  ground 
that  the  plaintiffii  were  not  entitled  to  recover  the 
costs  of  removing  and  quashing  the  orders  of  the  defen- 
dants :  or  for  a  new  trials  on  the  ground  of  nusdirection. 
At  the  sittings  in  banc  after  Trinify  Term,  June  19th, 
26th, 

Monk,  Hindmarch,  and  Damson  shewed  cause. — First 
As  to  the  direction  to  the  jury,  the  justices  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  determine  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not  bona 
fide  intend  to  dispute  thevaUditj  of  the  rate.  The  third 
proviso  to  stat.  58  G*  8.  c.  127.  s.  7.  takes  away  the 
power  of  the  justices  to  levy  the  amount  of  tiie  church 
rate  ''if  the  validity  of  such  rate,  or  the  liability  of  the 
person  from  whom  it  is  demanded  to  pay  the  same,  be 
disputed.''  [They  dted  Rkketts  v.  Bodenham  (a),  per 
Lord  Denman.]  In  stat.  5  &  6  W.  4»,  e.  74.,  for  the 
more  easy  recovery  of  tithes,  which  is  a  statute  in  pari 
materia  with  the  former,  the  proviso  to  sect  1  restrains 
the  Act  from  extending  to  cases  in  which  the  actual 
title  or  liability  or  exemption  of  the  property  ''shall  be 
bondjlde  in  question;"  but  the  above  proviso  to  stat 
58  O.  8.  e.  127.  s.  7.  does  not  mention  bona  fides.  iZer 
V.  fFrottssby  (b),  and  the  cases  following  it,  which  say 
that  under  that  statute  there  must  be  a  bon&  fide  dispute, 
have  interpolated  that  phrase,  and  ought  to  be  recon- 
sidered. A  mere  assertion  of  titie  does  not  oust  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  County  Court,  (Li  re  Emery  and 
Bamett  (c),  per  WUUams  J.),  because,  although  stat 

(a)  4^.  #  J7.  433.  444.  {h)  I  B.  f  Ad.  048. 

(c)  4  C.  B,  N.  a,  423.  430. 
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9  &  10  Vict  c.  95.  8.  58.  contains  a  iH*oyi80  that  the  1863. 
County  Court  shall  not  have  cognisance  of  any  "Pm^n 
action  in  which  the  title  to  any  corporeal  or  incor-  Chattoe. 
poreal  hereditaments  ''shall  be  in  question/'  it  could 
not  come  in  question  until  evidence  was  given;  the 
Judge,  therefore,  must  of  necessity,  determine  that 
point  for  the  time,  but  his  determination  of  it  is  not 
final;  Thompson  v.  Ingham  (a).  Admitting  that  there 
must  be  a  bona  fide  dispute,  according  to  the  finding 
of  the  jury  there  was  such  in  the  present  case,  and  the 
justices  cannot  give  themselves  jurisdiction  by  finding 
the  contrary.  In  Rex  v.  The  Chapelwardens  of  MUn* 
TOW  {b)y  the  first  case  in  which  a  question  of  bona  fides 
was  introduced,  it  was  held  that  it  was  sufficiently 
intimated  to  the  justices  by  the  party  that  he  disputed 
his  liability,  though  the  reason  given  might  be  a  bad  one. 
[Blackburn  J.  In  that  case  the  order  had  been  appealed 
against,  and  the  Quarter  Sessions,  who  are  the  proper 
judges  of  facty  found  that  what  the  appellant  stated  at 
the  hearing  before  the  justices  who  made  the  order  was 
sufficient  notice  to  them  that  he  disputed  his  liability.]  In 
Dale  v.  Pollard  {e)  the  special  case  found  that  "the  jus- 
tices ....  knew  that  the  plaintiflT  denied  and  disputed,  and 
intended  to  deny  and  dispute,  the  right  of  a  minority 
to  impose  a  church  rate  against  the  vote  of  a  majority,^' 
and  the  justices  having  issued  a  warrant  to  levy  the 
rate  upon  the  plaintiflPs  goods,  he  recovered  in  replevin. 
[  Wigktman  J.  The  case  there  did  not  find  that  the  justices 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  no  bona  fide 
dispute  as  to  the  validity  of  the  rate.  Blackburn  J. 
And  it  did  find  that  they  knew  that  there  was  a  real 

(a)  14  Q.  B,  710.  (ft)  5  M,  ^  S.  248.  254. 

(f)  10  Q.  B.  fi04. 

VOL.    III.  2   T  B.    &   8. 
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1863.        dispute.    The  questions  of  bona  fides  did  not  arise.] 

Pba»        In  Reg.  v.  Colling  {a)  Lord  CampbeU  said,  p.  826,  "If 

ChaVtob.     ^^®  P&^7  summoned  objects  that  the  rate  is  invalid, 

and  does  so  bon4  fide,  however  erroneous  the  objection 

may  be,  the  magistrates  cannot  enquire  into  the  validity 

of  the  rate,  but  must  proceed  no  farther They 

were  not  to  consider  whether  the  reasons  of  dilute 
were  well  or  ill  founded;  the  question  for  them  was, 
whether  or  not  the  rate  was  bona  fide  in  dispute." 
And  Coleridge  J.,  p.  828,  "  I  do  not  agree  that  they"'  (the 
justices)  "were  conclusively  judges  whether  or  not  the 
rate  was  disputed  bona  fide.  It  would  still  be  for  a 
jury  to  decide  that  point,  if  the  matter  came  befere 
them.  And,  if  the  only  reason  to  doubt  the  good  faith 
was  the  nature  of  the  objections,  I  should  think  a  jury 
ought  to  say  that  the  opposition  was  bona  fide.''  In 
Reg.  V.  Nunneky  (A)  Lord  Campbell  said,  "  The  justices 
have  jurisdiction  only  where  the  rate  is  undisputed :  if 
it  be  bona  fide  disputed  they  have  no  jurisdiction. 
What  they  have  to  decide  is,  therefore,  Is  this  rate  bona 
fide  disputed  ?  They  cannot  give  themselves  jurisdiction 
by  deciding,  without  evidence,  that  the  dispute  is  not 
bona  fide.''  Therefore,  though  the  justices  decide  that 
the  dispute  was  not  bona  fide,  still  it  is  for  a  jury  or 
the  Court  to  determine  that  question.  [Blackbum  J. 
Not  unless  there  was  no  reasonable  evidence  on  which 
the  justices  might  have  come  to  that  conclusion.  Wight- 
man  J.  Then  ought  not  the  jury  to  have  been  directed 
to  consider  whether  the  justices  had  reasonable  ground 
for  believing  that  the  parties  did  not  bon&  fide  dispute 
the  validity  of  the  rate?]  There  was  no  evidence  to 
raise  that  question.  The  churchwardens  gave  no  answer 
to  the  objection  made  to  the  rate  before  the  justices; 
(^0  17  Q.  B,  816.  (b)  E.  B.  #  E,  852.  868-859. 
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and  the  ground  on  which  the  justices  held  that  the  rate  1863. 
was  not  bon&  fide  disputed  was  that  the  objection  was  p^Iii 
bad.  [fVyhtman  J.  They  may  have  decided  that  q^^^ 
there  was  not  a  bonS  fide  dispute  on  other  evidence 
tending  to  shew  it  The  allegation  in  the  declara^ 
tion  is^  that  the  defendants^  '^not  acting  bonS  fide 
in  the  belief  that  they  were  acting  as  such  justices  as 
aforesaid^  or  that  they  were  acting  in  conformity  with 
law.'^]  That  allegation  is  not  necessary  if  their  bona 
fides  is  immaterial.  The  distress  warrant  proceeds  on 
the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs  are  Quakers.  [Blackburn 
J.  That  is  only  relevant  to  the  question  whether  the 
justices  acted  bonfifide.  In  Sex  v.  fVrottesley  {a)  it  was 
decided  that  the  justices  were  bound  to  determine 
whether  there  was  a  bonS  fide  dispute;  suppose  they 
make  a  mistake  in  deciding  that  there  was  no  bon&  fide 
dispute,  will  an  action  of  trespass  lie  against  themt 
He  referred  to  Ackerky  v.  Parkinson,  per  Le  Blanc  J.  (i), 
Linford  v.  Fitzroy  (c),  and  Houlden  v.  Smith  {d),'\  Yes ; 
because  the  proviso  to  stat  58  G.  3.  c.  127.  s.  7.  takes 
away  their  jurisdiction  in  that  case,  and  stat.  11  &  13 
Vkt.  c.  44.  «•  2.  makes  a  justice  of  the  peace  liable  to 
an  action  for  any  act  done  by  him  ^'in  a  matter  of 
which  by  law  he  has  not  jurisdiction,  or  in  which  he 
shall  have  exceeded  his  jurisdiction.''  \Wightman  J. 
In  the  present  case  the  justices  may  have  determined 
wrongly  that  th^  had  jurisdiction,  but  then  they 
have  determined  wrongly  a  matter  within  their  juris- 
diction. If  they  are  satisfied  that  the  dispute  is  not 
bona  fide,  what  are  they  to  do?  Mellar  J.  They 
may  decline  to  grant  their  warrant,  and  this  Court 

(a)  \B.f  M,  648.  (6)  S  M.  f  8.  411.  427. 

(e)  13  Q,  B.  240.  (rf)  14  Q.  B.  841. 

2  T  2 
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1S63.  would  not  issue  a  mandamus  to  them  if  there  was  a 
PicABB  reasonable  doubt ;  Reg.  v.  Byrom  (a).]  The  sheriff  has 
Chaytoe.  ^^^  diflBcult  questions  to  determine,  but  he  is  liable 
to  an  action  by  a  person  aggrieved.  [ffT^A/man  I* 
The  sheriff  is  not  a  judicial  officer.]  He  is  liaUe  for 
refusing  to  allow  the  vote  of  a  person  entitled  to  vote; 
Ashby  V.  White  (&).  [Blackburn  J.  Not  unless  malice 
be  alleged  and  proved ;  Tozer  v.  Child,  in  error  (c).  He 
also  referred  to  Bunbury  v.  Fuller,  in  error  {d),  adopted 
by  Erie  J.,  in  Reg.  v.  Nunneley  (e).] 

Secondly.  By  stat.  53  G.  3.  e.  127.  *.  12.,  ''if  any  ac- 
tion or  suit  shall  be  brought  or  commenced  for  anything 
done  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  every  such  action  or  suit 
shall  be  commenced  within  three  calendar  months  next 
after  the  fact  committed,  and  not  afterwards."    The 
making  of  the  order  not  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  justices  was  not  an  act  done  in  pursuance  of  this 
Act,  and  therefore  the  defendants  are  not  protected  by 
sect.  12,  and  the  action  is  brought  within  the  six  calen- 
dar months  limited  by  stat  11  &  12  Vict,  c.  44.  i.  8. 
[  Wightman  J.     The  constable  exceeding  his  authority  in 
the  execution  of  the  warrant  is  protected  by  sect  12  of 
stat.  53  G.  3.  c.  127. ;   Theobalds.  Crichmore{f),BsiA  the 
cases  cited  in  note  (c)  to  2  ChittyU  Statutes,  by  Webby  and 
Beavan,  p.  710,  2nd  ed.]     In  those  cases  there  was  in 
the  statute  under  which  the  justices  had  professed  to  act 
no  express  provision  prohibiting  the  act  done.     [Bhek" 
bum  J.     In  Beechey  v.  Sides  {g)  Lord  Tenterden  said, 
''It  has  uniformly  been  held,  that  where  a  party  bona 

(a)  12  Q.  B,  321 ;  and  see  Ex  parU  Mannering,  2  B,  4-  S.  431. 
(6)  2  Ld.  Rajsii,  938,    See  note  to  5.  C.  in  1  SmUh,  L.  C.  2H  Sthjed. 
(c)  7  Rj-B.  377.  (rf)  9  ExcA.  1 1 1. 140. 

(0)  E,  B.  #  E.  8ol\  861.  C/)  1  ^.  #  A.  227. 

(y)  9  B.  4'  r.  806.  809. 
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fide  believes  or  supposes  he  is  actiug  in  pursuance  of  an        1863. 
act  of  parliament,  he  is  within  the  protection  of  such        Peasb 
a  clause/']     The  action  was  commenced  within  three      Chaitob. 
months  from  the  quashing  of  the  order.     \^Blackbum  J. 
"The  &ct  committed/'  from  which  the  damages  sought 
to  be  recovered  arose,  was  the  making  of  the  order.] 
The  seizure  is  a  continuance  of  the  order,  so  as  to 
make  the  justices  responsible  for  making  it  if  the  ac- 
tion is  brought  within  three  months  from  the  seizure, 
otherwise  they  might   always  exempt  themselves  by 
delaying  to  issue  their  warrant.     [Blackburn  J.   They 
are  liable  for  the  seizure  if  an  action  is  brought  within 
three  months  after  it.     He  cited  Collins  y.  Rose  {a).] 
This  action  was  brought  within  that  time. 

Thirdly.  By  sect.  Ill  of  stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  a 
note  of  all  judgments  shall  be  entered  in  a  book,  '^and 
such  entries  in  the  said  book,  or  a  copy  thereof  bearing 
the  seal  of  the  Court,  and  purporting  to  be  signed  and 
certified  as  a  true  copy  by  the  clerk  of  the  Court,  shall 
at  all  times  be  admitted  in  all  Courts  and  places  what- 
soever as  evidence  of  such  entries,  and  of  the  proceed- 
ings referred  to  by  such  entry  or  entries,  and  of  the 
regularity  of  such  proceeding,  without  any  further 
proof.*'  The  examined  copy  of  the  judgment  in  the 
County  Court,  not  being  sealed  by  the  seal  of  that  Court, 
was  not  admissible  evidence  of  the  judgment  And 
if  it  was  it  did  not  prove  all  the  allegations  in  the 
second  plea — it  mentioned  only  the  names  of  the  par- 
ties and  the  particulars  of  the  claim ;  but  nothing  about 
the  defence.  [^IVightman  J.  The  examined  copy  is 
reasonable  proof  of  the  judgment.     Blackbvm  J.     And 

(fl)  oM.fW.  194. 
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1868.       ^^^  substance  of  the  plea  is  proved  by  it]     If  tbc  pica 
— p^^         is  proved,  the  judgment  in  leplevin  would  only  be  for 
aVvab.     ^^^  expenses  of  getting  the  goods  back,  not  for  damages 
for  the  trespass ;   Tidd'i  PracHcal  FcrnUy  p.  61L    At 
any  rate  it  is  no  bar  to  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the 
wrongful  act  of  seizure.     SommervUk  v.  Mirehamu  (tf)  is 
no  authority  against  the  plaintiffs,  for  that  was  an  action 
simply  for  making  an  order  for  payment  of  church  rate. 
Fourthly.   The  costs  of  removing  and  quashing  the 
orders,  which  was  a  step  reasonably  taken  by  the  plaintiSs 
for  redressing  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendants^  are  re- 
coverable in  this  action.     [Blackburn  3.     The  plaintiffs, 
without  quashing  the  orders,  might  get  back  their  goods 
by  a  replevin  suit,  or  their  value  by  an  action  of  trespass 
against  the  person  who  executed  the  warrant.]    But  the 
justices  are  protected  by  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  44  «.  2., 
unless  the  order  has  been  quashed.    [WightmanS,  Coold 
an  action  be  brought  for  wrongfully  issuing  a  writ  of 
fieri  facias  or  of  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  if  it  were  not 
executed?     Has  an  action  ever  been  brought  against 
justices  for  granting  a  warrant  of  distress,  if,  doubting 
whether  it  could  be  supported,  they  withheld  its  execu- 
tion ?     The  plaintifis  have  already  recovered  for  all  that 
was  done  under  the  warrant.]     These  costs  are  analo- 
gous to  money  paid  by  an  attorney  to  procure  the 
release  of  his  client  from  an  unlawful  imprisonment, 
which  are  recoverable  as  part  of  the  damages  naturally 
and  directly  resulting  from  the  wrongful  act ;  Addison 
on  TorUy  p.  431,  citing  PrUchet  v.  Boecty  (&). 

ManUty  and  Heathy  contra. — First.  It  is  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  justices  and  their  duty  to  inquire  into  and 
(a)  IB.^S,  652.  (b)  I  Or,  f  M,  775. 
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determine  the  qneation  whether  the  validitj  of  the  rate  1868. 
or  the  hability  to  pay  it  was  boni  fide  disputed.  In  Sex  ^julbm 
V.  WroUesley  (a),  decided  on  stat.  53  Q.  3.  c.  127.  «.  7.,  chjJxob. 
which  has  always  been  cited  with  approval,  the  Court 
directed  the  justices  to  hear  and  exaoune,  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether  the  rate  was  bon&  fide  disputed ;  and 
the  Legislature,  in  framing  the  proviso  to  stat.  6  &  6 
W.  4  c.  74.  s.  1.,  confirmed  the  construction  of  the 
previous  statute.  [They  also  cited  the  observations  of 
Cockhum  C.  J.,  Wightman  and  Blackburn  33.,  in  Pease  v. 
Chaylor  (*).]  [  Blackburn  J.  Those  dicta  were  not  neces- 
sary for  the  decision  on  the  demurrer,  because  the  declara- 
tion alleges  that  the  defendants  were  ''  not  acting  bonft 
fide  in  the  belief  that  they  were  acting  in  conformity  to 
law.'^]  In  Reg.  v.  Nunneley  (c),  upon  affidavits  which 
shewed  that  the  rate  was  boni  fide  disputed,  the  Court 
quashed  the  order,  but  they  do  not  say  that  an  action 
would  lie  against  the  justices.  Beg.  v.  Colling  {d)  is 
an  authority  for  the  defendants :  Coleridge  J.  there 
says,  '^I  do  not  agree  that  they''  (the  justices)  ^^were 
conclusively  judges  whether  or  not  the  rate  was  disputed 
boni  fide.  It  would  still  be  for  a  jury  to  decide  that 
point;''  but  he  does  not  say  in  what  action.  It  would  be 
a  question  for  the  jury  in  a  replevin  suit,  and  in  an  action 
against  those  who  put  the  parties  in  motion.  [  Wightman  J. 
The  jury  might  have  to  determine  that  question  in  prohi- 
bition.] Dale  V.  Pollard  (e)  was  a  replevin  suit  against 
the  bailiffs  who  seized  under  a  warrant  to  levy  a  church 
rate,  and  the  question  whether  an  action  would  lie  against 
the  justices  if  they  acted  bona  fide  in  determining  that 

(a)  lB,fAd.  648.  (b)  IB.  4- 8.  658.  671.  672.  674. 

(e)  E.  B.  i  E.  852.  (d)  17  Q.  B,  816, 828. 

(<f)  10  C  B.  504. 
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1868.  the  rate  was  not  bona  fide  dispnted,  was  not  raised. 
PsASB  Ii^  -B«?.  V.  Cridland  (a),  where  parties  had  been  convicted 
Cbattor.  ^^  ^  trespass  in  pursuit  of  game^  under  stat.  1  &  2  ff .  4 
c.  32.  $.  80.^  notwithstanding  they  set  up  a  claim  of  title 
to  the  land,  Erk  J.  and  Crompion  J.,  pp.  869,  872,  ex- 
pressed an  opinion  that  the  justices  must  decide  whether 
the  claim  was  made  bona  fide.  In  the  present  case  there 
was  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  of  the  bona 
fides  of  the  justices.  And  if  they  acted  bon&  fide  this 
action  is  contrary  to  the  principle  of  law  which  gives 
immunity  to  officers  in  the  performance  of  their  duty ; 
Bamadiston  v.  Soame  (&),  Barton  v.  BrickneU  (c),  CaWtr 
▼•  Halket  (<f). 

Secondly.  Assuming  that  the  justices  have  jurisdic- 
tion to  inquire  whether  the  rate  was  bona  fide  disputed, 
if  there  was  evidence  before  them  that  it  was  not, 
the  remedy  is  by  appeal  against  their  order,  which  is 
given  by  stat.  53  G.  3.  c.  127.  *.  7.  [Blaehbum  J.  If 
the  rate  is  boni  fide  disputed,  the  Sessions  would  have 
no  more  jurisdiction  than  the  justices.]  But  if,  on 
appeal,  the  Sessions  decided  that  the  dispute  was  a  mere 
pretence,  their  decision  would  be  final  [^Blackburn  J. 
I  incline  to  think  that  still  an  action  would  lie.]  In 
Thompson  v.  Ingham  {e)  this  Court  interfered  by  prohi- 
bition, because  no  writ  of  error  lay  from  the  County 
Court  If  the  conclusion  which  the  justices  came  to  was 
wrong,  an  action  would  not  lie  against  them  for  deciding 
wrongly ;  Sommerville  v.  Mirehouse  (/),  Reg.  v.  Bolton  (y). 

(a)  IK^B.  853. 

(6)  Note  (a)  to  Harmon  7.  Tappendtn,  1  East,  668. 
(c)  13  C.  B.  393.  (rf)  3  Moo,  P.  C,  C.  28. 

(«)  14  C.  -».  710.  (/)  1  A  #  5.  652. 

ig)  1  0.  B,  66. 
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Thirdly.  Stat  11  &  12  Fict  c.  44.  s.  2.  reserves  a  right  1868. 
of  action  against  a  justice  for  any  act  done  "  in  a  matter  PsIbs 
of  which  by  law  he  has  not  jurisdiction,  or  in  which  he  caAiToa. 
shall  have  exceeded  his  jurisdiction.^'  This  was  clearly  a 
matter  in  which  the  justices  had  jurisdiction,  and,  accord- 
ing to  the  definition  of  excess  of  jurisdiction  suggested 
by  Jervis  C.  J.,  in  BaU  y.  Parkinson  (a),  there  was  no 
excess  of  jurisdiction, — he  said,  ^^If  necessary,  the  Court 
might  perhaps  draw  a  distinction  between  sections  1  and  2 
of  the  11  &  12  VicL  c.  44.  But  it  is  not  necessaiy. 
Were  it  so,  I  confess  I  should  be  inclined  to  think  that 
'exceeding  his  jurisdiction'  in  sect.  2  means  assuming  to 
do  something  which  the  Act  under  which  he  is  pro- 
ceeding could  by  no  possibility  justify,  as  in  the  case  in 
the  Queen's  Bench  of  Leary  y.  Patrick  (&),  where  there 
could  have  been  no  authority  to  issue  a  distress  for  costs, 
not  adjudged  by  a  conviction,  or  as  was  the  case  in  Bar" 
ton  v.  Bricknell(c),  in  which  case  there  was  no  power  to 
order  the  plaintiff  to  be  put  in  the  stocks.  But  I  abstain 
from  pronouncing  any  opinion  upon  this  point/'  [  WighU 
man  J.  There  is  some  difSculty  in  distinguishing  be- 
tween no  jurisdiction  and  excess  of  jurisdiction:  as 
soon  as  the  justice  exceeds  his  jurisdiction  he  is  without 
jurisdiction.] 

Fourthly.  Assuming  that  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right  to 
try  the  question  before  a  jury,  and  admitting  that  they 
might  recover  for  the  seizure,  there  has  been  judgment 
in  replevin  against  a  co-trespasser  in  which  they  have 
got  all  the  damages  consequent  on  the  wrongful  taking, 
and  costs;   Hoskins  v.   Bobins  (d),   7  Bac.   Abr.,  by 


(a)  20  X.  J.,  M.  a  208.  212.        (6)  16  Q.  B.  266. 

(r)  13  Q.  B.  393.  (d)  2  Wnu.  Saund,  320,  6th  ed. 
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1868.        GwUlim  and  Doddj  7th  ed..  Replevin  and  Aoowry,  (H) 
P,^gj       p.  92,  (L)  p.  107,  and  judgment  in  reple?in  may  be 
Cbattoe.     pl^^^  ^^  ^^  to  <ui   action    of  trespass;    J9%ife  r. 
miUt  (a),  citing  Z>oc^r.  Plac  Barre,  65.  68;  2  Sdw. 
N.  P.  1221,  12th  ed.     [They  also  dted  Bishop  v.  Ftf- 
counteu  Montague  {by\     [Wightman  J.     Sappoee  the 
cattle  seized  were  about  to  be  employed  in  plonghing. 
Blackburn  J,    Or   were   injured   by  over  drinng  or 
driying  them  improperly.]    The  object  of  the  proceeding 
in  replevin  is  to  procure  the  restitution  of  the  goods  in 
order  to  try  the  right,  and  that  the  owner  may  have  the 
use  of  his  goods  while  the  action  for  damages  is  going 
on.     ^Blackburn  J.   referred  to  Menme  v.    BltAe  {e), 
Wightman  J.  referred  to  George  v.  Chambers  (d),     Bladr 
bum  J.     For  many  years  the  plaintiff  in  replevin  has 
not  recovered  substantial  damages,  and  I  doubt  wheth^ 
he  could.     In  Roscoe  Ev.  721,  10th  ed.,  by  Snurke,  it  is 
said  ^^  the  damages  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  are  usually 
confined  to  the  expense  of  the  replevin  bond.    It  is 
doubtful  whether  special  damages  arising  from  an  injury 
to  the  goods  by  defendant  or  otherwise,  can  be  recovered ; 
Conner  v.  Bentky'*  (e).]    In  2  Chitt.  P/.  647,  7th  ed.,  the 
declaration  in  replevin  concludes,  "  wherefore  the  plaintiff 
saith  that  he  is  injured,  and  hath  sustained  damages  to 

the  amount  of  £ ,"  and  a  note  directs  the  pleader  to 

insert  '^  any  sum  sufficient  to  cover  the  amount  of  the 
damages  really  sustained.^'  Though  there  is  no  instance 
in  which  damages  have  been  laid,  there  is  no  reason 
why  they  should  not  be.     [They  cited  Ash  v.  Wood{f), 

(a)  2  was.  87.  {h)  Cro.  EUz.  824. 

(c)  6  i?.  #  2?.  842.  {d)  11  .v.  #  W.  149. 

{€)  1  JM  #  5y»Mw,  246.  (/)  Cro,  El,  59. 
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Saunders  r.  Fortescue  {a\  and   Sedgwick  on  Danu^es,        1868. 
498,  2d  ed.]  p.a8> 

CWr.  adv.  mlt.      chatVor. 

Feb.  2l8t.  There  being  a  difference  of  opinion  on  the 
bench,  the  following  judgments  were  now  delivered. 

WiGHTMAN  J.  The  learned  Judge  upon  the  trial  of 
this  cause  told  the  jury  that,  if  the  plaintiffs  boni  fide 
disputed  the  validity  of  the  rate  and  intended  so  to  do, 
and  gave  notice  to  the  defendants  that  they  did  so  dis- 
pute it,  they  ought  to  find  for  the  plaintiffs ;  but  that,  if 
the  jury  thought  that  the  plaintifb'  assertion  that  they 
disputed  the  validity  of  the  rate  was  a  mere  pretence  for 
the  purpose  of  evading  payment  and  ousting  the  juris- 
diction of  the  magistrates,  th^  should  find  for  the 
defendants.  The  jury  upon  this  direction  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiffs,  and  it  must  now  be  taken  upon  their 
finding  that  the  plaintiffs  did  bond,  fide  dispute  the 
validity  of  the  rate,  and  did  give  notice  to  the  defend- 
ants that  they  did  so. 

A  rule  nisi,  however,  was  granted  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  that,  in  order  to  maintain  an  action  against 
the  defendants,  it  was  not  sufficient  for  the  jury  to  find 
that  the  plaintiffs  did  bon4  fide  dispute  the  validity  of 
the  rate  and  give  notice  of  that  fact  to  the  defendants, 
but  that  they  ought  also  to  have  found  that  the  justices 
in  proceeding  notwithstanding  the  notice,  acted  mali- 
ciously, and  without  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  and 
that  the  learned  Judge  ought  to  have  so  directed  them. 
This  raises  the  question  whether  the  defendants  were 
acting  within  their  jurisdiction  when  they  came  to  the 
conclusion,  upon  the  evidence  before  them,  that  the 

(a)  1  WiU,  256,  257. 
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1863.       plaintiffB  did  not  honk  fide  dispute  the  yalidity  of  the 
p^^^        rate, — it  being  assumed  that  their  judgment  was  wrong, 
^'  and  that  the  plaintiffs  did  really  and  bon&  fide  dispute 

^^^^     it. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  defendants  had  ju- 
risdiction in  the  first  instance  to  entertain  the  com- 
plaint against  the  plaintifis,  by  virtue  of  the  53  G.  3. 
e.  127.  s.  7.,  but  there  is  a  proviso  to  the  enacting  part 
of  that  section  "  that  if  the  validity  of  such  rate,  or  the 
liability  of  the  person  firom  whom  it  is  demanded  to  pay 
the  same  be  disputed,  and  the  party  disputing  the  same 
give  notice  thereof  to  the  justices,  the  justices  shall  for- 
bear giving  judgment  thereupon.^'    The  jurisdiction  of 
the  magistrates  therefore  ceases  by  the  proviso  if  the  party 
proceeded  against  disputes  the  validity  of  the  rate,  and 
gives  them  notice  to  that  effect     But  it  is  not  enough 
for  the  party  summoned  to  inform  the  magistrates  that 
he  disputes  the  validity  of  the  rate,  he  must  satisfy  them 
that  he  really  and  boni  fide  disputes  it.     This  has  been 
determined  by  several  cases  that  were  cited  upon  the 
argument.     The  justices  are  not  to  try  the  validity  of  the 
ground  for  disputing  the  rate,  but  the  bona  fides  of  the 
person  making  the  objection.      This   is   a  collateral 
question,  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  is  a  rule  that, 
if  the  jurisdiction  depends  upon  a  collateral]  question, 
the  magistrates  cannot  give  themselves  jurisdiction  by  a 
wrong  decision  upon  that  question,  but,  as  observed  by 
Lord    Campbell  in  the   case  of  Iteff,   v.   Nunneley  (a) 
(which  is  the  last  case  in  which  this  point  was  much 
discussed,  and  in  which  all  the  authorities  were  cited)^ 
the  justices  are  not  deprived  of  jurisdiction  by  palpably 

(a)  .F.^.  #^.852.857, 
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frivoloiis  objections^  and  such  as  could  lead  to  no  other  1863. 
conclusion  than  that  there  waa  no  reasonable  ground  Piasi 
for  disputing  the  rate^  or  for  believing  that  the  person  Cbattob. 
against  whom  the  rate  was  attempted  to  be  enforced 
was  acting  hank  fide  in  stating  to  the  justices  that  he 
disputed  it.  If  this  were  not  so^  it  would  be  useless  for 
the  magistrates  to  consider  the  question  of  bona  fides  at 
all^  though  it  has  been  decided  in  the  cases  cited  upon 
the  ailment  that  they  are  bound  to  do  so.  It  appears 
to  me  that^  as  it  has  been  considered  as  settled  that  they 
have  jurisdiction  to  consider  whether  the  rate  was  dis- 
puted boni  fide,  they  can  only  be  liable  to  this  action 
for  acting  without  jurisdiction  in  case  it  should  be  found 
by  the  jury  that  they  acted  without  any  reasonable  or 
probable  cause  for  the  decision  they  came  to  that  the 
rate  was  not  bon&  fide  disputed ;  and  I  think  that,  as  that 
question  was  not  left  to  the  jury,  the  defendants  are 
entitled  to  make  the  rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 

M£LLOB  J.  read  the  following  judgment  of  Black- 
burn J. 

The  rule  in  this  case  was  obtained  for  a  new  trial,  or 
to  enter  the  verdict  difierently.  It  cannot  be  made 
absolute  in  both  these  forms.  The  conclusion  I  have 
come  to  is,  that  the  defendants  have  a  right  to  elect  in 
which  form  they  will  make  it  absolute. 

The  case  was  argued  at  the  Sittings  after  Trinity 
Term,  1862,  before  my  brothers  Wightmany  Mellor  and 
myself. 

I  will  first  consider  whether  the  defendants  are 
entitled  to  a  new  trial.  The  point  on  which  there 
was  alleged  to  be  misdirection  is  one  of  considerable 
public  importance  and  of  nicety  and  difiiculty,  but,  after 
consideration,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
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1863.        defendaots  are  right  in  Baying  that  the  direction  was 

P^^^        imperfect 

Ghattob.  ''^^  pleadings  in  this  case  came  before  this  Coturt, 

then  consisting  of  my  Lord,  my  brother  Wigktman  and 

myself^  on  demurrer :  they  will  be  fonnd  set  out  in  the 

report  of  Petue  ▼•  ChayUn  (a). 

On  the  trials  it  appeared  in  evidence  that,  when  before 
the  defendants  as  justices,  the  plaintiffs,  by  their  agents, 
stated  that  they  disputed  the  rate,  it  was  asserted,  on  the 
other  side,  before  the  justices  that  the  phdntiffB  did  not 
really  and  bona  fide  dispute  the  rate.  So  far,  both  parties 
were  at  the  trial  agreed  on  the  facts;  there  was  a 
conflict  as  to  what  was  the  state  of  the  evidence  before 
the  justices,  and  as  to  what  the  defendants  then  thought 
and  said,  but  it  was  agreed  what  they  did.  The  jus- 
tices did  not  hold  their  hands,  but  proceeded  to  make 
the  order,  and  under  that  order  the  plaintiffs'  goods  were 
seized. 

My  brother  Mellor  left  to  the  jury  the  questions, 
whether  the  plaintiffs  bona  fide  disputed  the  rate,  and 
whether  notice  of  that  dispute  was  given  to  the  justices 
(the  defendants),  and  I  think  these  were  proper  questions 
to  be  left  to  the  jury.  But  he  did  not  ask  the  jury 
whether  the  defendants,  as  justices,  decided  on  the  evi- 
dence before  them  that  there  was  in  &ct  no  real  dispute, 
which  the  justices  might  very  possibly  have  honestly 
though  mistakenly  believed;  and  no  question  was  asked  as 
to  malice,  nor  as  to  whether  the  facts  proved  before  the 
justices  were  such  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Judge  as  a 
matter  of  law,  would  constitute  reasonable  and  probable 
cause  for  coming  to  such  a  mistaken  beUef.  The  jury, 
having  found  for  the  plaintiffs  on  this  direction,  we  must 
take  the  facts  to  be  that  the  rate  was  really  disputed, 

(a)  I  B.f  S.  658. 
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(for  we  are  bound  in  this  action  to  suppose  the  jury  right        1863. 
and  the  justices  wrong  on  the  question  of  fact)^  and  that        pbabb 
notice  of  the  intention  to  dispute  it  was  given ;  and  if,  upon      chattob. 
those  facts  alone^  the  action  lies^  then  the  direction  was 
right.     But  unless  the  action  would  equally  lie  against 
the  justices,  though  honestly  on  the  eyidence  before  them, 
coming  without  malice  and  without  the  absence  of  rei^ 
sonable  and  probable  cause  to  the  mistaken  conclusion 
that  the  dispute  was  not  a  honk  fide  dispute,  the  direc- 
tion was  imperfect,  and  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  a 
new  trial  to  ascertain  how  these  facts  were. 

The  position  of  justices  acting  under  this  statute  is 
peculiar:  they  have  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  rate, 
but  if  the  validity  of  the  rate  be  disputed  and  the  party 
disputing  the  same  give  notice  thereof,  they  are  to  for- 
bear giving  judgment;  but  they  are  not  to  forbear 
merely  because  the  party  says  that  he  disputes  the  vali- 
dity of  the  rate.  This  Court  has  in  such  cases  compelled 
the  justices  by  mandamus  to  hear  the  matter;  Lord 
Tenterilen  saying,  ''If,  upon  the  hearing,  this  party 
satisfies  the  justices  that  there  is  a  bon^  fide  intention 
to  contest  the  rate,  the  proceedings  before  them  will  go 
no  further  '/^  Bex  v.  Wrottesley  (a).  So  that  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  justices,  enforceable  by  mandamus,  to  form  their 
opinion  judicially  on  the  question,  whether  the  dispute 
is  honk  fide  or  not,  and  act  upon  that  opinion.  It  is 
«ud  that  they  are  liable  in  an  action  if  it  turns  out  that 
this  opinion  was  mistaken.  If  so,  the  position  of  the 
justices  is  one  of  great  hardship,  for  the  wisest  and  most 
cautious  of  men  are  fallible  and  may  come  to  a  wrong 
conclusion ;  and,  even  if  right,  the  justices  would  not 
be  safe,  for  there  is  a  possibility  that  a  jury  may  honestly 
(a)  1  B,  #  Ad  648.  651. 
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1863.  and  properly  enough,  but  mistakenly,  think  them  wrongi 
Ps^B  and  yet  the  event  of  the  action  must  be  regulated,  not 
CHiTTOE.  ^y  *^®  ^^^>  ^^*  "^y  ^^^  verdict.  But  I  think  it  will  be 
found  that  the  law  does  not  cast  on  the  justices  this 
very  great  hardship.  I  think  that  the  numerous  cases 
which  were  cited  on  the  argument,  and  all  which,  as  far 
as  I  know,  are  to  be  found  in  the  books,  may  be  recon- 
ciled by  a  distinction  between  questioning  the  validity 
of  the  judgment  of  a  Court  of  limited  jurisdiction,  on 
the  ground  that  in  fact  the  matter  was  not  within  the 
limited  jurisdiction  of  the  tribunal,  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  the  enforcement  of  that  judgment  and  ques- 
tioning it  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  an  action 
against  the  Judges  of  that  Court  In  the  first  class  of 
proceedings  the  law,  I  think,  is  accurately  laid  down  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Bunbury  v. 
Fuller  (a): — "It  is  a  general  rule,  that  no  Court  of  limited 
jurisdiction  can  give  itself  jurisdiction  by  a  wrong  deci- 
sion on  a  point  collateral  to  the  merits  of  the  case  upon 
which  the  limit  to  its  jurisdiction  depends;  and  however 
its  decision  may  be  final  on  all  particulars,  making  up 
together  that  subject  matter  which,  if  true,  is  within 
its  jurisdiction,  and,  however  necessary  in  many  cases  it 
may  be  for  it  to  make  a  preliminary  inquiry,  whether 
some  collateral  matter  be  or  be  not  within  the  limits,  yet, 
upon  this  preliminary  question,  its  decision  must  always 
be  open  to  inquiry  in  the  superior  Court.  Then  to  take 
the  simplest  case — suppose  a  Judge  with  jurisdiction 
limited  to  a  particular  hundred,  and  a  matter  is  brought 
before  him  as  having  arisen  within  it,  but  the  party 
charged  contends  that  it  arose  in  another  hundred,  this 
is  clearly  a  collateral  matter  independent  of  the  merits ; 

{a)  ^Exch.  111.140. 
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on  its  being  presented^  tlie  judge  must  not  immediately        1868. 
forbear  to  proceed^  but  must  inquire  into  its  truth  or        pHIi 
falsehood,  and  for  the  time  decide  it,  and  either  proceed      chattoju 
or  not  on  the  principal  subject  matter  according  as  he 
finds  on  that  point;  but  this  decision  must  be  open  to 
question,  and  if  he  has  improperly  either  forborne  or 
proceeded  on  the  main  question  in  consequence  of  an 
error,  on  this  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  iirill  issue  its 
mandamus  or  prohibition  to  correct  his  mistake/' 

It  will  be  found  that  the  cases  cited  in  the  argimient 
of  the  present  case,  and  relied  on  by  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiffs,  are  cases  of  prohibition  and  of  certiorari,  in 
which  the  object  of  the  proceeding  is  to  prevent  the 
enforcement  of  the  order;  and  in  many,  if  not  all  of  them, 
language  is  used  shewing  that  the  Judges  had  in  their 
mind  the  distinction  pointed  out  in  the  above  extract, 
that  such  a  point  must  be  determined  for  the  time,  but 
is  not  determined  conclusively ;  and  such  I  think  would 
be  the  rule  in  any  proceeding  taken  by  the  one  party  for 
the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  judgment  of  the  inferior 
Court,  or  by  the  other  for  resisting  it.  But  when,  as  in 
the  present  case,  an  action  is  brought  against  the  person 
who,  acting  with  a  limited  jurisdiction,  has  by  mistake 
decided  the  point  for  the  time  the  wrong  way,  and  has 
proceeded  when,  had  he  known  the  true  state  of  facts,  he 
ought  not,  the  rule  of  law  is  different,  and  is,  I  conceive, 
that  laid  down  by  Lord  Wensleydak,  then  Parke  B.,  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council  in  Colder 
T.  Halket  (a),— ''It  is  well  settled,"  says  he,  ''that  a 
Judge  of  a  Court  of  record  in  England,  with  limited 
jurisdiction,  or  a  justice  of  the  peace,  acting  judicially,  with 
a  special  and  limited  authority,  is  not  liable  to  an  action 
(fl)  3  Moo,  P.  a  a  28.  77. 

VOL.  III.  2    U  B.    &   S. 
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1863.       of  trespass  for  acting  without  jurisdictioD,  unless  he 
Pease        l^&d  the  knowledge  or  means  of  knowledge  of  which  he 
Chattok.      ought  to  have  availed  himself^  of  that  which  constitutes 
the  defect  of  jurisdiction.     Thus  in  the  elaborate  jadg- 
ment  of  Mr.  Baron  Potoell,  in  Gwinne  v.  Poole  (a),  it  is 
laid  down^  that  a  Judge  of  a  Court  c^  record  in  a 
borough  was  not  responsible^  as  a  trespasser,  unless  he 
was  cognizant  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  out  of  the 
jurisdiction,   or,   at   least,   that  he   might  have  been 
cognizant,  but  for  his  own  fault;    which  last  proposi- 
tion Mr.  Baron  Powell  illustrates  by  a  reference  to 
The  Case  of  the  Marshalsea  Court  {h\  which  had  juris- 
diction only  in  certain  cases  where  the  King's  servants 
were  parties,  who  being  all  enrolled,  the  Judge  ought  to 
have  had  a  copy  of  the  enrolment,  and  so  would  have 
known  the  character  of  the  parties.     It  is  true,  says  Mr. 
Baron  Powell^  (speaking  of  the  case  of  a  borough  court,) 
that  the  cause  of  action  does  not  arise  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court,  as  it  ought  to  do ;  but  as  the  Judge  cannot 
know  that,  except  by  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  until 
he  knows  it,  the  rule  shall  be  in  this  case,  as  in  others, 
'  ignarantia  facti  excusatJ     Mr.  Baron  Powell  lays  down 
the  same  rule  as  to  a  party :  but  his  opinion  in  that 
respect  is  disapproved  of  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  WUla^ 
in  Morama  v.  Sloper  {fVilles,  35),  but  not  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  a  Judge  or  officer.'^ 

The  like  rule  has  been  followed  in  the  case  of  magis- 
trates acting  under  the  special  powers  of  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment, who  are  not  liable  as  trespassers  if  they  have  juris- 
diction to  inquire  into  the  facts  stated  before  them,  and 
nothing  appears  on  one  side  or  the  other  to  shew  their 
want  of  jurisdiction;  Pike  v.  Carter  (c),  Lowtlier  v.  Tie 

(«)  2  Lutw.  App.  1560.  1566.  (h)  10  Co.  686. 


XXVL  VICTOBIA.  643 

Earl  of  Radnor  (a).  It  is  dear^  therefore^  tbat  a  Jadge  1863. 
is  not  liable  in  trespass  for  want  of  jurisdiction^  nnless  he  p^^, 
knew  or  onght  to  have  known  of  the  defect^  and  it  lies  chatioe. 
on  the  plaintiff  in  every  such  case  to  prove  the  &ct ;  see 
also  Scrjt  WiWam^  note  (1)  to  Peacock  v.  BeU  (6>  In 
the  case  of  Carratt  v.  Morley  (c),  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  entered  the  verdict  against  Commissioners  who 
had  given  judgment  against  the  plaintiff,  over  whom 
ihey  had  no  jurisdiction,  on  the  ground  that  it  lay  upon 
them  to  shew  aflSrmatively  that  he  was  within  their  juris- 
diction. The  Court  say,  p.  28,  ^'  The  doubt  as  to  the  Com- 
missioners' liability  arose  from  the  possibility,  as  the  case 
was  undefended,  that  there  might  have  been  evidence  to 
convince  them  that  the  defendant  in  that  suit  resided 
within  their  jurisdiction.  Nothing  of  this  sort,  however, 
appears;  nor  can  we  be  justified  in  inferring  it  fix>m  the 
mere  fact  that  the  Court  acted  in  a  manner  which 
requires  it  to  warrant  their  proceeding.''  This  decision 
was  subsequent  to  Calder  v.  Halhet  (</)»  which,  however, 
seems  not  to  have  been  brought  to  the  notice  of  the 
Court. 

No  question  arises  in  the  present  case  on  whom  the 
burthen  of  proof  lies.  If  it  did,  we  should  be  obliged 
to  say,  whether  we  followed  the  authority  of  Calder  v. 
Htdket  or  CarraU  v.  Morley,  which  on  this  point  seem 
to  be  opposed  to  each  other.  As  it  is,  we  follow  both 
cases  in  saying  that,  if  the  tribunal  of  limited  authority 
•  acted  on  the  evidence  before  them,  no  action  lies.  In 
Calder  v.  Halkei,  as  also  in  the  cases  therein  cited,  of 
Pike  V.  Carter  (e)  and  Lowther  v.  The  Earl  of  Radnor  (a), 

(a)  8  EaH,  118.  (h)  1  Saund,  74  d,  6th  ed. 

(<?)  1  Q.  B,  18.    ,  (rf)  3  Moo.  P.  a  28. 

(e)  3  Bing.  78. 

2u  2 
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1863.  it  was  enough  for  the  decision  of  the  case  to  say^  that 
Pease  the  action  would  not  lie  where  it  was  not  shewn  that 
Chattor.  t^^  Judge  knew  of  the  defect.  The  Court  in  each  case 
guard  themselves  from  saying  that  an  action  would  not 
lie  at  common  law^  where  the  Judge  had  means  of 
knowledge  of  which  he  ought  to  have  availed  himself, 
but  they  cannot  be  understood  as  deciding  that  the 
form  of  the  action  would  be  trespass.  Indeed,  in 
Lotother  v.  The  Earl  of  Radnor  {a),  Lawrence  J.  says, 
p.  119,  ''If  the  magistrates  made  an  order  against  the 
evidence  laid  before  them,  the  party'injured  would  have 
another  sort  of  remedy  against  them/^  pointing,  as  I 
conceive,  to  an  action  on  the  case  (&),  in  which  malice 
and  want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause  would,  even 
at  common  law,  have  been  necessary  averments.  In 
addition  to  the  cases  cited  in  Colder  v.  Halket  (c)  I  may 
refer  to  Ackerley  v.  Parkinson  (d). 

There  are  cases  quite  consistent  with  the  above  view 
where  it  has  been  held  that  an  action  of  trespass  lies 
where  the  Judge  of  the  inferior  tribunal,  knowing  the 
facts,  mistakes  the  law,  and  thinks  he  has  jurisdiction 
when  he  has  not  Such  was  the  case  of  Houlden  ▼. 
Smith  {e).  There  the  mistake  was  not  of  fact,  but 
of  law,  and  on  that  ground  it  is  distinguished  in  the 
judgment  from  those  cases  in  which,  say  the  Court,  p.  852» 
''it  was  held  that  the  question  as  to  jurisdiction  or  not 
must''  (that  is  for  this  purpose)  "  depend  on  the  state  of 
facts  as  they  appeared  to  the  magistrate.'' 

I  have,  on  this  branch  of  the  case,  only  further  to 
observe,  that  before  stat.   11  &  12   Viet  c.  4A.   the 

(a)  8  East,  113. 

(6)  See  LurUji/  v.  Bethune,  5  Taunt  680.  . 

(c)  3  Moo.  P.  C.  2.^.  {d)  3  ^f.  i  5.  411. 

(«)  14  Q,  B.  841. 
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defendants  might  have  been  in  great  technical  difficulty,  1863. 
because,  their  order  being  quashed,  they  would  have  Pbam 
been  deprived  of  the  proper  evidence  of  that  which  Chattob, 
alone  could  justify  their  distress  warrant.  But  if  the 
real  facts,  whilst  the  order  existed,  were  such  as  to  give 
the  justices  so  much  jurisdiction  that  before  stat.  11  &  12 
VicL  c.  44.  trespass  would  not  have  lain  against  them, 
they  are  not  within  the  second  section  of  that  Act,  and 
are  within  the  first  section ;  so  that,  whatever  might  have 
been  the  case  at  common  law,  I  think  it  now  essential 
to  prove  malice  and  want  of  reasonable  and  probable 
cause,  that  is,  assuming  the  fact  to  be  that  the  justices 
proceeded  because  they  adjudged  the  dispute  not  to  be 
bonfi  fide.  I  think  it  would  be  otherwise  if  finding  the 
dispute  real  they  erroneously,  in  point  of  law,  thought 
they  might  proceed  because  it  was,  in  their  opinion, 
fiivolous,  though  bonS  fide. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  the  defendants  entitled, 
if  they  choose,  to  a  new  trial,  but  they  are  not  bound  to 
take  a  new  triaL  They  may  allow  the  verdict  on  not 
guilty  to  stand,  preferring  to  make  absolute  that  branch 
of  the  rule  which  seeks  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the 
defendants  on  the  second  plea,  and  also  that  branch  of 
it  which  seeks  to  reduce  the  damages  to  \s.  If  this 
alternative  is  adopted  the  plaintifis  will  have  the  costs  of 
the  issue  on  not  guilty,  and  may,  if  so  advised,  go  into 
a  Court  of  e'ror  to  reverse  the  judgment  pronounced 
in  this  Cou^t  on  the  demurrer  in  favour  of  the  second 
plea,  and  so  establish  their  right  to  the  damages  of  Is. 
It  will  be  for  the  defendants  and  their  advisers  to  con- 
sider in  which  way  it  is  for  their  interest  to  have  the 
rule  made  absolute — the  Court  has  only  to  see  that  they 
have  the  right  to  elect  between  these  alternatives,  and 
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1863.        I  proceed  to  give  my  reasons  for  thinking  that  they  axe 
PsABE       entitled  in  the  altematire  to  make  the  rule  absolute  to 
Chaytoe.      ^'^  extent. 

The  important  dates  on  this  part  of  the  case  seem  to 
be  the  following :  The  order  was  made  upon  the  6th  •/aim- 
ary,  1859.    The  distress  warrants  were  signed  by  the  de- 
fendants upon  the  3rd  February,  but  they  were  not  acted 
upon  till  the  14th  March,  on  which  day  there  was  a 
seizure  of  the  plaintifiPs  goods.     On  the  27th  April  the 
plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  certiorari  to  quash 
the  order^  and  on  the  9th  May  the  order  was  quashed. 
The  action  was  commenced  on  the  13th  June,  being 
more  than  three  months  after  the  making  of  the  orders, 
and  the  signing  of  the  distress  warrants,  but  less  than 
three  months  after  the  actual  seizure.    The  action  was, 
therefore,  too  late  as  regards  the  making  of  the  order 
and  as  regards  the  expense  of  quashing  that  order, 
assuming  that  these  costs  might  have  been  recovered  as 
special  damage  resulting  from  the  making  of  the  order. 
It  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  the  costs  of  quashing  the 
order  could  be  recovered  as  special  damage.     All  I 
say  is,  that,  even  if  they  could,  stilly  as  to  them,  the 
action  is  too  late.     The  seizure  is  in  itself  a  cause  of        | 
action,  Collins  v.  Rose  (a) ;  and,  as  far  as  regards  this        I 
cause  of  action,  the  defendants  are  not  protected  by  the 
lapse  of  time.     But  the  costs  of  quashing  the  order  are 
in  no  sense  part  of  the  damage  arising  from  the  seizure ;        \ 
the  plaintiffs  might,  in  the  replevin  suit,  shew  the  absence 
of  jurisdiction  just  as  well  before  the  order  was  quashed 
as  afterwards,  and  therefore  the  damages  arising  firom 
the  seizure  were  only  the  costs  of  replevying  the  goods, 
and  any  real  damage  sustained  by  being  deprived  of 

(a)  5M,fW.  194. 
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them.  The  costs  of  the  replevin  suit  are  certainly  1863. 
covered  by  the  second  plea^  and  the  actual  damage  peasb 
sustained'by  the  seizure  was  merely  nominal.  Chattoe. 

The  question^  whether  the  judgment  in  replevin  was 
a  bar  to  a  recovery  of  the  damage  for  the  seizure  is 
upon  the  record^  and  must^  in  this  Courts  be  considered 
as  decided  by  the  judgment  on  the  demurrer  to  the  plea, 
reported  1  B.ff  S.  658.  On  the  trials  the  only  question 
was,  whether  that  plea  was  proved^  and  the  evidence 
given  of  an  examined  copy  of  the  judgment  of  the 
'  County  Court  was  suflScient  proof  of  the  substance  of 
the  plea.  In  my  opinioui  therefore^  the  defendants  are 
entitled  to  elect,  whether  they  will  make  the  rule  abso- 
lute  for  a  new  trials  or  make  it  absolute  to  enter  the 
verdict  for  them  on  the  second  plea^  and  to  reduce  the 
damages  to  Is. 

MsLLOB  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  on  which  the  direc- 
tion to  the  jury  was  given  and  that  direction  as  set  forth 
ante,  pp.  621 — 623,  proceeded : — As  the  propriety  of  my 
direction  was  the  only  point  upon  which  we  entertained 
any  doubt,  it  is  to  that  question  alone  I  propose  to 
address  my  observations. 

It  is  with  great  doubt  and  hesitation  that  I  di£Ferfrom 
my  learned  brothers,  but  after  much  consideration  I 
cannot  come  to  the  conclusion  that  my  direction  to  the 
jury  on  the  trial  was  wrong.  The  objection  to  it  was,  not 
that  it  was  erroneous  as  far  as  it  went,  but  that  it  was 
defective  in  not  declaring  to  the  jury  that  it  was  an  essen- 
tial ingredient  in  the  cause  of  action  that  the  defendants 
mal&  fide,  or  maliciously,  and  without  reasonable  or 
probable  cause,  overruled  and  disregarded  the  objections 
urged  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  validity  of  the  rate,  and 
proceeded  to  make  their  orders  and  issue  their  warrants 
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1863.-      notwithstanding  the  notice  whidi  they  reodved.    It  was 
"p^^      ui^ed  that  a  great  distinction  exists  between  applications 
CHATToa.     ^  ^^  Court  to  quash  orders  of  justices  under  such 
circumstances  when  brought  up  by  writ  of  certiorari,  or 
in  cases  of  prohibition  or  replevin,  and  actions  against 
justices  themselTCs.      It  is  to  be  observed  that  the 
general  jurisdiction  over  disputes  as  to  church  rates  is 
▼ested  in  the  Court  Christian,  and  not  in  justices  of  the 
peace,  and  until  the  passing  of  the   statute  53  G.  3^ 
c.  127.,  considerable  delay  and  expense  were  incurred  in 
the  recovery  of  church  rates,  which  occasioned  great 
hardship,  not  only  on  the  churchwardens,  but  also  to  the 
parties  liable  to  the  rate ;  and  the  object  of  the  Legisla- 
ture, as  said  by  Bayley  J.  in  Rex  v.  The  Chapdwardens 
of  Milnrow  (a),  ''was  not  to  draw  questionable  cases  ad 
aUud  examen,  but  to  provide  a  summary  remedy  in  cases 
where  the  party  did  not  dispute  the  obligation  to  pay. 
The  Legislature  never  intended  to  deprive  the  party  of 
his  right  to  have  the  validity  of  the  rate  questioned  in  the 
proper  forum.'*    Accordingly  the  seventh  section  of  the 
above  statute,  after  providing  for  the  convening  before 
the  justices  of  any  one  duly  rated,  &a,  and  refusing  to  pay 
any  church  rate,  where  the  sum  does  not  exceed  10/., 
and  authorizing  them  to  examine  into  the  merits  of  the 
said  complaint,  provides  ''  that  if  the  validity  of  such 
rate,  or  the  liability  of  the  person  from  whom  it  is  de- 
manded to  pay  the  same,  be  disputed,  and  the  party  dis- 
puting the  same  give  notice  thereof  to  the  justices,  the 
justices  shall  forbear  giving  judgment  thereupon,  and  the 
person  or  persons  demanding  the  same  may  then  proceed 
to  the  recovery  of  their  demand,  according  to  due  course 
of  law,  as  heretofore  used  and  accustomed.*'     The  lan- 
guage of  this  proviso  is  unusually  clear  and  explicit, 
(a)  5  M.  #  .^.  248.  254,  255. 
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and  its  effect  appears  to  have  been  fully  described  in  tbe 
passage  already  cited  from  the  judgment  of  Bayley  J.  in 
Rex  Y.  The  Chapeltoardens  o/Milnraw  {a),  and  again  by 
Lord  Denman  in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in 
jRicketts  Y.  Bodenham  (b) :  "  This  proYiso  applies  only 
to  cases  under  107.  $  and  the  effect  of  it  is  that,  even 
in  such  cases^  the  moment  it  appears  that  the  question 
is  one  not  merely  of  enforcing  payment^  but  touching  the 
validity  of  the  rate^  the  summary  jurisdiction  is  at  an 
end^  and  that  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  attaches/'— 
The  justices  are  by  that  statute  iuYCsted  with  a  very 
special  and  limited  jurisdiction.  The  amount  of  the  rate 
demanded  must  not  exceed  10/.^  and  if  the  validity  of 
such  rate  be  disputed,  or  the  liability  of  the  person  from 
whom  it  is  demanded  to  pay  the  same  be  denied,  and  the 
party  disputing  the  validity  of  the  rate,  or  his  liability,  give 
notice  thereof  to  the  justices,  they  "  shall  forbear  giving 
judgment  thereupon/'  In  the  present  case  it  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  found  by  the  jury,  and  as  conclusively 
established,  that  the  plaintiffs  bong  fide  intended  to  dis- 
pute, and  did  dispute  the  validity  of  the  rate  in  question, 
and  did  give  notice  thereof  to  the  defendants,  who, 
instead  of  forbearing  to  give  judgment  thereupon,  pro- 
ceeded to  make  their  order  and  to  issue  their  warrant  to 
distrain  for  the  amotint 

The  conditions  which  determine  the  special  and 
Umited  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  are  in  terms  found  by 
the  jury.  It  is,  however,  contended  that  I  ought  to 
have  told  the  jury  that  the  defendants  were  bound  to 
inquire  into  and  to  satisfy  themselves  of  the  bona  fides 
of  the  objections  made  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  validity  of 


1868. 


PSASI 

Chattob. 


(«)  6  M.  #  S.  248.  254. 


{b)  AA.fE.  433. 443. 
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1868.       ^Q  n^^  And  that  i^  so  doing,  they  without  malice  made 

p,^,       a  mistake,  they  would  not  be  liable. 
Chattok.         It  is  to  be  obseiTed  that'the  words  ''bona  fides**  are 
nowhere  to  be  found  in  the  statute^  and  it  has  never 
been  judicially  asserted  that  the  justices  hare  authority 
under  it  to  decide  upon  the  validity  of  the  objections ;  on 
the  contrary  the  decisions  are  that  they  have  no  sach 
authority  ;   Bex  v.  The  Chapeboardens  of  lUbtrcw  (a), 
JDabr.  PoUard{p),    Yet  if  this  objection  to  my  direction 
be  well  founded,  they  may  without  impeachment  ovemile 
and  disregard  even  a  perfectly  valid  objection  to  therate, 
and  give  judgment  against  the  party  convened  before 
them,  and  authorise  his  goods  to  be  distrained,  if  they 
do  it  without  malice  and  under  the  belief  that  the 
objectioniei  not  urged  bon&  fide.  Surely  this  is  a  startUng 
result,  and  gives  an  extension  to  the  authority  of  justices 
in  such  cases,  limited,  not  by  the  conditions  of  the 
statute,  but  their  own  belief  or  disbelief  in  the  bona 
fides  of  the  objections  made  by  the  party  disputing  his 
liability  or  the  validity  of  the  rate. 

Some  inconvenience  may  no  doubt  flow  finom  the  strict 
construction  of  the  statute,  as  it  may  enable  parties  more 
easily  to  evade  the  summary  remedy  given  for  the 
recovery  of  church  rates.  It  must  not,  however,  be 
forgotten  that  the  only  effect  of  the  justices  forbearing 
to  proceed  to  judgment,  in  such  a  case,  will  be  to  remit 
the  parties  to  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts 
Christian,  and,  if  the  justices  too  readily  stay  their  hands, 
they  may  be  set  right  by  an  application  to  this  Court, 
and  when  acting  under  its  directions  they  will  incur  no 
responsibility. 

(a)  5  Af.  #5.  248.  (6)  10  Q.  ^.  501 


XXVL   VICTORIA.  651 

Some  of  the  difficulties  wliich  beeet  this  case  appear  to  1868. 
me  to  have  arisen  from  an  observation  of  Lord  EUm-  f^^^Jj 
honmghy  in  Rex  v.  The  Chapelwardens  of  Milnrow  (a),  that  chattoe- 
''perhaps^  if  a  person  was  merely  to  say  before  the  justices^ 
that  he  disputed  the  rate,  it  would  not  be  sufficient,  inaa- 
much  as  he  ought  to  shew  something  to  manifest  that  he 
disputed  it  bon&JideJ*  These  words  of  Lord  EUehborough 
were  cited  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Rex  v.  WrottesUy  {h), 
where  a  party,  being  convened  before  justices  for  non« 
payment  of  a  church  rate,  appeared  by  his  attorney,  who 
on  his  behalf  stated  that  he  disputed  the  validity  of  the 
rate,  and  that  for  the  purpose  of  trying  it  a  caveat  had 
been  entered  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  against  the 
confirmation  of  any  church  rate  for  the  parish  of  7&- 
hury;  he  therefore  contended  that  the  justices  had  no 
jmisdiction,  but  he  did  not  say  on  what  grounds  the  rate 
was  objected  to.  Lord  Tenterden,  in  making  the  rule 
absolute  for  a  mandamus,  said,  p.  651,  after  referring  to  the 
statute : — '^  There  is,  therefore,  no  objection  to  the  justices 
hearing  thiscomplaint;  whether  ultimately  they  can  go  to 
judgment  is  a  different  question.  A  mandamus  may  issue 
commanding  them  to  hear ;  when  they  have  heard  they 
will  be  able  to  say  more  of  the  case :  but,  at  least,  it  will 
not  come  to  this  strange  absurdity,  that  a  man,  by  merely 
saying  ^  I  dispute  the  validity  of  the  rate,'  shall  put  an  end 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices.  If,  upon  the  hearing, 
this  party  satisfies  the  justices  that  there  is  a  bong  fide  in- 
tention to  contest  the  rate,  the  proceedings  before  them 
shall  go  no  further/'  If  the  Legislature  had  intended  it  to 
be  a  condition  that  the  party  summoned  before  the  jus- 
tices should  not  only  dispute  the  validity  of  the  rate,  but 
should  also  satisfy  the  justices  that  he  bonS;  fide  intended 

(a)  hM.^8,  248.  253.  {b)  1  B,  f  Ad,  648. 
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1863.        *®  contest  its  validity,  it  would  have  been  very  easy 
p^^g^        to  have   said   so;   and    it   is  to  be   observed  that  in 
Chaitob,     *®  statute  5  &  6  fF.  4.  c  74.  $.  1.,  being  "An  Act 
for  the  more  easy  recovery  of  tithes/'  it  is  expressly 
provided  that  that  Act  shall  not  extend  to  any  case  in 
which  the  actual  title  to  any  tithe,  &&,  or  the  actnal 
liability  or  exemption  of  any  property,  shall  be  bonS  fide 
in  question.    Whether  Lord  Tenterden  ever  contemplated 
such  a  state  of  facts  as  has  now  arisen  may  be  very 
questionable,  and,  construing  the  expression  as  to  satis- 
fying the  justices  by  the  actual  facts  of  that  case  and  by 
the  other  parts  of  his  judgment,  it  would  rather  seem 
that  he  intended  only  to  decide  that  the  justices  had 
stayed  their  hands  too  soon,  inasmuch  as  no  grounds 
whatever  had  been  proved  or  even  stated  as  affecting  the 
validity  of  the  rate.     In  Reg,  v.  ColKng  {a)  Coleridge  J. 
is  reported  to  have  said,  p.  828,  I  do  not  agree  that 
"  they''  (the  justices)  "  were  conclusively  judges  whether 
or  not  the  rate   was  disputed  bonS  fide.     It  would 
still  be  for  a  jury  to  decide  that  point,  if  the  matter 
came  before  them.     And,  if  the  only  reason  to  doubt 
the  good  faith  was  the  nature  of  the  objections,  I 
should  think  a  jury  ought  to  say  that  the  opposition 
was  bonS  fide/'  and   Wightman  J.,  in  the  same  case, 
observed,  p.  825,  ''Many  objections  are  taken  which 
are  not  tenable,  where  there  is  no  reason  to  assume 
want  of  good  faith."     In   Reg.  v.    Nunneky  (b)   the 
justices,  in  their  afiidavit  in  opposition  to  the  rule  for  a 
certiorari,   expressly  stated  that  they  had  determined 
that  the  objections  were  not  made  in  good  fiiith,  but  were 
made  and  put  forward  as  a  pretext  merely  for  avoiding 
the  payment  of  the  rate;  but  Lord  Campbell  repeated, 
(a)  17  Q.  B,  816.  (*)  E.Ji.fE.S52. 
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p.  859,  with  approbation,  tlie  passage  already  cited  from  the       1868. 
judgment  of  Coleridge  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Colling ,  and  further  on        v^m 
in  his  judgment  said,  "  To  shew  the  want  of  jurisdiction      chattob. 
evidence  was  given  which  was  uncontradicted :  but  the 
justices,  by  a  capricious  decision,  though,  it  may  be,  on 
motives  highly  honourable,  choose  to  say  that  they  do 
not  beUeve  that  the  objection  was  taken  bonS;  fide.'' 
Erie  J.,  p.  861,  cited  and  adopted  a  passage  from  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Bunbury 
V.  Ftdltt  (a)  as  follows, "  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  no  Court 
of  Umited  jurisdiction  can  give  itself  jurisdiction  by  a 
wrong  decision  on  a  point  collateral  to  the  merits  of  the 
case  upon  which  the  limit  to  its  jurisdiction  depends.'' 
Coleridge  J.  said,  p.  860,  "  Although  the  jurisdiction  is  not 
stopped  by  an  objection,  for  instance,  that  the  rate  was 
made  on  Friday ,  yet,  on  the  other  hand,  when  the 
objection  is  reasonable  they  are  not  entitled  to  say  that 
they  choose  to  disbelieve  the  bona  fides.    Nothing  like 
that  will  be  found  in  the  spirit  of  any  decision  which  has 
taken  place.*'   And  CrompUm  J.,  in  the  same  case,  said, 
pp.  861-862, "  This  is  a  case  where,  if  a  particular  circum- 
stance occurs,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  is  entirely 
gone:  it  is  quite  different  from  cases  where  the  &ct 
which  gives  jurisdiction  is  itself  an  ingredient  in  the 
judgment  which  is  to  be  given  if  there  be  jurisdiction, 
such  cases  as  Reg,  v.  Dayman  (6),  for  instance,  where  the 
magistrate,  if  he  l^ad  jurisdiction,  would  still  have  to 
decide  whether  the  place  in  question  vras  a  new  street." 
In  the  present  case  the  particular  circumstances  are 
expressly  found  by  the  jury  upon  the  occurrence  of  which 
the  jurisdiction  was  entirely  gone. 

(a)  9  Kxch.  111.  140.  (h)  7  E.  f  B,  672. 
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1R68.  It  is  however  said  that^  although  an  order  may  be 

PiAsi       qnashed  on  certiorari  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  it  by  no 
Cbattoh.     ™®c^8  follows  that  an  action  may  be  maintained  against 
the  justices  who  made  it^  and  that  such  a  result  ia 
prevented  either  by  the  operation  of  the  statute  11  &  12 
Vkt  e.  44.  s.  1.,  or  by  the  principles  of  the  common 
law.    If  the  defendants  can^  after  the  finding  of  the  juiy, 
be  considered  as  having  acted  in  the  execution  of  their 
duty  in  proceeding  to  judgment  and  overruling  the  ob- 
jections of  the  plaintiffs^  they  would  doubtless  be  within 
the  protection  of  the  statute^  unless  malice,  and  the  want 
of  reasonable  and  probable  cause,  could  be  averred  and 
proved^  and  no  action  would  lie  against  them ;  or  if  they 
can  be  brought  within  the  rule  laid  down  by  Parke  B., 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of 
the  Privy  Council  in  Colder  v.  Halket  (a),  in  which  he 
saidj ''  It  is  well  settled  that  a  Judge  of  a  Court  of  Record 
in  England,  with  limited  jurisdiction,  or  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  acting  judicially,  with  a  special  and  limited  autho- 
rity, is  not  liable  to  an  action  of  trespass  for  acting 
without  jurisdiction,  unless  he  had  the  knowledge  or 
means  of  knowledge  of  which  he  ought  to  have  availed 
himself,  of  that  which  constitutes  the  defect  of  jurisdio- 
tion^'^  For  instance,  if  a  justice  having  a  limited  jurisdic- 
tion is  deceived  by  some  false  assertion  of  a  fact  which 
if  true  gives  him  authority,  but  which  not  beii^  true 
his  jurisdiction  fails,  he  would  not  be  liable  to  an  action 
of  trespass  for  having  been  deceived ;  and  for  a  bonft  fide 
mistake  in  a  matter  within  his  jurisdiction  no  action 
would  lie :  Ackerley  v.  Parkinson  (b)  Lauftkerr,  Hie  Earl 
of  Radnor  (c).  The  defendants  in  the  present  case  had,  at 

(a)  3  Moo.  P.  a  C.  28.  77.  {h)  S  M.  f  8.  411, 

(e)  8  Ekut,  lis. 
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the  time  they  made  the  orders,  the  knowledge  of  all  the  1863. 
facts  which  were  afterwards  proved  before  the  jury  on  -Peabe 
the  trial  Yet,  instead  of  forbearing  to  proceed  to  jndg-  chaitob. 
ment,  as  soon  as  it  appeared  that  the  defendants  not  only 
objected  to  the  rate  but  stated  and  proved,  in  point  of 
fact,  the  grounds  of  their  objections,  they,  doubtless 
belieying  that  they  were  the  judges  of  the  objections, 
determined  to  overrule  them.  They  cannot  therefore 
say  that  they  had  not  the  knowledge  or  means  of  know- 
ledge  of  which  they  ought  to  have  availed  themselves 
of  that  which  constituted  the  defect  of  their  jurisdiction. 
It  was  in  mistake  of  law,  Haulden  v.  Smith  (a),  Watson 
V.  BodeU  (A),  that  they  acted  in  deciding  against  the 
validity  of  the  objections  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  and 
they  could  not  give  themselves  jurisdiction  by  a  wrong 
decision  on  a  point  collateral  to  the  merits  of  the  case 
upon  which  the  limit  of  their  jurisdiction  depended. 

The  case,  therefore,  falls  within  the  second  section  of . 
the  statute  for  protection  of  justices,  and  not  within  the 
first;  and,  the  orders  having  been  brought  up  and  quashed 
by  this  Court,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  defendants,  who 
made  them  and  authorized  the  distress  under  them,  are 
liable  in  this  action,  and  that  my  direction  to  the  jmry 
was  correct. 

The  hardship  upon  justices,  resulting  from  their 
liability  to  an  action,  was  strongly  insisted  upon  before 
us ;  but  I  think  that  the  answer  to  that  observation  is 
twofold.  If  objections  are  made  and  proved  before 
the  justices  they  may  forbear  to  proceed ;  and  if 
ordered  by  this  Court  to  do  so,  they  will  be  protected : 

(a)  14  g.  B.  841.  852.  (6)  14  ilf.  #  W,  67. 
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1863.  and  in  the  next  place,  before  an  action  can  be  commenoed 
p,^«,  against  them  the  order  must  be  quashed  by  this  Court 
on  certiorari.  And  I  would  farther  observe  that  there 
is  a  manifest  inconvenience  in  multiplying  the  occasions 
on  which  it  is  necessary  to  put  to  the  jury  the  question 
whether  justices  have  acted  maliciously,  and  without 
reasonable  or  probable  cause,  in  the  execution  of  their 
office.  I  have  therefore  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
rule,  so  fiiff  as  it  regards  the  new  trial  and  the  entry  of 
the  verdict  for  the  defendants,  ought  to  be  discharged; 
but  that,  on  the  ground  ui^ed  at  the  trial,  the  rule  must 
be  made  absolute  for  reducing  the  damages  to  Is. 

In  the  following  Easter  Term  (AprO  20th)  the  Court, 
consisting  of  Blackburn  and  Mbllok  J  J.,  Crompton  J. 
also  being  present,  said  that  Wiohtman  J.,  who  had 
expressed  his  opinion  only  on  the  point  of  misdirection, 
agreed  with  them  in  disposing  of  the  rest  of  the  rule. 

Afterwards  the  defendants  elected  to  have  a  new  trial, 
and  the  rule  was  made  absolute  accordingly. 

The  plaintifis  gave  notice  of  appeaL 
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1863. 


Hyde  against  Palmer.  Monday, 

February  9th. 

In  an  action  for  the  infiingement  of  a  patent  taken  out  in  1849,  the  Patent, 
defendant,  in  support  of  a  plea  that  the  inrention  was  not  new,  gave  jVwr  user. 
eyidence  that  O,,  who  was  dead,  had  in  1846  used  a  process  identical  j)eclarattan, 
with  that  in  the  patent    On  the  cross-examination  of  the  witnesses  it  Evidence  in 
appeared  that,  if  0.  used  the  invention  and  sold  the  product  before  the  ^gpiy^ 
date  of  the  patent,  it  was  only  in  Tery  small  quantities,  and  that  it  was 
not  brought  into  general  use ;  and  one  of  the  witnesses  was  asked  in 
cross-examination  whether  O,  had  not  sold  some  of  the  product  to  8., 
and  said  he  had.    The  phiintiff  in  reply  called  8.,  who  gave  evidence 
that  in  1850  or  1851  0.  sold  him  a  small  quantity  of  the  product,  and 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  said  that  it  was  a  new  article,  that  he  did  not 
wish  it  to  be  publicly  known,  and  he  would  sell  him  all  he  could  manu- 
facture.   Held,  that  evidence  of  what  0,  said  at  the  time  of  that  sale 
was  not  admissible  in  reply,  as  it  would  not  have  been  admissible  in 
chief  on  an  issue  whether  0.,  before  1849,  used  the  invention. 

rvECLARATION  by  the  plaintiff,  assignee  of  John 
Barsham,  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  for 
"  Improvements  in  separating  the  fibres  from  cocoa  nut 
husks/'  dated  the  26th  April,  1849. 

Pleas^  among  others :  First,  Not  guilty.  Second,  that 
John  Barsham  was  not  the  first  inventor.  Third,  that 
the  invention  was  not  a  new  manufacture^ 

Issues  thereon. 

The  cause  was  tried,  before  Blackburn  J.,  at  the  London 
Sittings  after  Hilary  Term,  1862,  when  the  jury  found 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  40^.,  leave  being 
reserved  to  move  to  enter  it  for  the  defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  the  invention  was  not  a  new  manufacture, 
and  could  not  be  made  the  subject  of  a  valid  patent 
privilege: 

One  of  the  objections  stated  in  the  defendant's  parti- 
culars was,  that  the  invention,  and  the  several  parts 
thereof  respectively,   were,  prior  to  the  date  of  the 

VOL.   Ill-  2  X  B.   &  s. 
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1863.       letters  patent,  used  and  publislied  by  the  manufectore 
jjyijj.        of  articles  according  to  the  same  invention  and  tlie 
PaIm  EB       several  parts  respectively,  and  by  the  sale  and  iwe  of  • 
articles  so  manufactured  by  (among  other  persons)  Ro- 
bert Oatley,  at  Colchester  Street,  WkUechapeL 

In  Easier  Term, 

Hindmarch  obtained  a  rule  nisi  in  pursuance  of  leave 
reserved,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds.  First,  that 
the  invention  was  not  a  new  manufacture,  citing  Broek 
V.  Aston  (a) ;  Second,  that  evidence  was  received  which 
ought  to  have  been  rejected ;  Third,  misdirection  with 
regard  to  the  construction  of  the  specification;  and 
Fourth,  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence. 

The  point  as  to  the  reception  of  improper  evidence  is 
the  only  material  one;  and  the  facts  on  which  that 
arose,  as  well  as  the  arguments  of  counsel,  appear  suffi- 
ciently in  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

In  this  Vacation,  February  3d,  before  Blackburn  and 
Mellor  JJ., 

Grove  and  T.  Aston  shewed  cause ;  and 

Hindmarch  {Rosher  with  him)  supported  the  rule. 

AdjoumatnT. 

Blackbukn  J.  {Feb.  9th)  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court 

In  this  case  we  think  that  we  need  not  hear  any 
further  argument  in  support  of  the  rule,  as  we  are 
agreed  that  it  must  be  made  absolute  for  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  of  the  improper  reception  of  evidence. 

(a)  8  £L#^.  478,  affirmed  on  appeal  28  Z.J:  Q,BA7h;  bJur.N.S. 
1026. 


T. 

Paliieb« 
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The  patent^  for  the  infringement  of  which  the  plain-  1863. 
tiff  sues  was  taken  out  in  1849.  The  defendant^  amongst  J^^^ 
other  objections^  contended  that  the  patent  was  invalid 
on  aooonnt  of  prior  user  by  one  Robert  Oatley,  who  at 
the  time  of  the  trial  was  dead^  and  he  called  witnesses 
who  gave  evidence  which^  if  believed^  shewed  that  Robert 
Ootky  had^  at  least  as  early  as  1846^  used  a  process 
identical  with  that  in  the  patent^  and  had  for  some  years 
by  that  means  produced  and  sold  fibre  exactly  similar 
to  that  produced  by  the  plaintiff's  patent  The  cross- 
examination  of  these  witnesses  was  directed  partly  to 
discredit  them  and  partly  to  shew  that,  even  by  their  own 
account,  Oatley  did  not  go  farther  than  make  experi- 
ments, and  it  was  successfully  shewn  that  if  Oatley  did 
before  the  date  of  the  patent  use  this  invention  and  sell 
the  product,  it  was  only  in  very  small  quantities  and  was 
not  brought  into  general  use.  One  of  the  witnesses  who 
deposed  to  sales  by  Oatley  to  himself  of  small  quantities 
of  this  fibre,  was  asked  on  cross-examination  whether 
Oatley  had  not  sold  some  of  the  fibre  to  Augustus  Smith, 
and  he  said  he  had;  but  no  question  on  this  subject  had 
been  asked  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  and  this  answer  was 
in  no  way  brought  out  by  them  or  made  part  of  their 
case. 

The  plaintiff  called  witnesses  to  give  evidence  in 
reply,  and  amongst  others  Augustus  Smith,  who  gave 
evidence  that  about  the  end  of  1850,  or  the  beginning  of 
1851  (and  therefore  after  the  date  of  the  patent  in  ques- 
tion, and  five  or  six  years  after  the  date  of  the  alleged 
acts  of  user  relied  on  by  the  defendant),  Oatley,  for  the 
first  and  only  time,  sold  him  about  8  lbs.  weight  of  the 
fibre.  A  question  was  then  proposed  to  be  asked  as  to 
what  Oatley  said  when  offering  the  fibre  for  sale.  It 
2x2 
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1863.  was  objected  to  by  Mr.  Hindmarch,  but  Mr.  Grow 
Htde  pressed  the  question,  contending  that  the  answers  would 
Palmeb  ®^^^  *****  Oatley^s  act  was  at  this  time  secret,  and  that 
would  make  the  evidence  admissible ;  as  the  act  of 
OatUy  after  the  patent  was  taken  out,  if  shewn  to  be 
secret,  would  raise  an  inference  that  his  prior  user  could 
not  have  been  of  such  a  nature  as  to  defeat  the  patent 
With  this  view  I  permitted  the  question  to  be  put,  and 
the  witness  answered  that  Oatley  said  that  it  was  a  new 
article,  that  he  did  not  wish  it  to  be  publicly  known,  and 
he  would  sell  the  witness  all  he  could  manufacture. 

It  was  then  proposed  to  ask  questions  as  to  what 
Oatley  had  said  at  the  trial  of  a  former  action  on  this 
patent,  not  between  the  same  parties ;  but  those  I  re- 
jected. 

It  is  clear  that,  if  the  jury  thought  that  Oatley  in  his 
lifetime  had  stated  that  he  had  not  made  the  invention 
attributed  to  him  by  the  defendant's  witnesses,  that  state- 
ment might  have  weighed  with  them,  so  that  if  the 
evidence  was  improperly  admitted  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  a  new  trial.  The  conduct  of  a  cause  may  be 
such  that  the  one  party  by  inquiring  into  a  matter  may 
entitle  the  other  party  to  prove  the  inquiry,  and  this 
evidence,  not  in  itself  admissible  in  chief,  may  become 
admissible  in  reply:  such  was  the  case  in  Perkins  t. 
Vaughan  (a).  But  then,  to  justify  the  reception  of 
evidence  on  this  ground,  the  other  side  must  have  entered 
upon  the  inquiry;  it  cannot  be  rendered  adnassiUe 
merely  because  the  party  adducing  it  has  previously 
himself  made  some  inquiries  into  the  subject,  not  fol- 
lowed up  by  the  other  side.  The  evidence  therefore,  in 
the  present  case,  was  not  admissible  in  reply  unless  it 
(a)  4  3f.  #  (?.  988. 
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would  have  been  admissible  in  cbief  on  an  issue  whether       1868. 
Oailey  did,  before  18494  use  the  patented  invention.  b^ 

.  It  was  said  that  the  evidence  of  what  Oatley  said  was  pa^br 
admissible  as  accompanying  and  explaining  his  act  in 
selling  to  Smith,  and  it  is  no  doubt  true,  as  is  said  in 
1  FkUlipps  on  Evidence,  152, 10th  ed.,  words  and  declara- 
tions are  properly  admissible  when  they  accompany  some 
act,  the  nature,  object  or  motives  of  which  are  the  subject  of 
the  inquiry.  But  in  the  present  case,  as  was  truly  said 
by  Mr.  Uhndmarch  in  his  argument,  neither  the  nature, 
object  nor  motives  of  Oatley,  when  selling  this  fibre  in 
1851,  were  in  any  way  the  subject  of  the  inquiry :  that  was 
limited  to  the  acts  prior  to  the  patent ;  and  what  was 
said  by  Oatley  in  1851  was  important,  not  as  explaining 
lus  then  sale,  but  as  amounting  to  a  statement  by  him 
that  he  had  not  previously  known  of  the  article.  Had 
he  himself  been  a  party  to  the  cause,  that  would  have 
been  admissible  and  weighty  evidence.  He  not  being  a 
party  to  the  cause,  and  the  case  not  falling  within  any  of 
the  exceptions  by  which  hearsay  of  statements  of  deceased 
persons  is  made  admissible,  we  think  that  this  evidence 
was  improperly  received,  and  that  there  must  be  a  new 
trial. 

Rule  absolute. 

Feb.  10.    71  Aston  applied  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
for  leave  to  appeal. 

Application  refused. 


1868. 
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Saturday, 
Febrtutry  14th. 

Settlement 
by  estate. 
9  G.  1.  c.  7. 
«.  5. 
Payment, 


The  Queen  against  The  Overseers  of  Belford. 

^.  agreed  with  B.  to  build  a  house  according  to  certain  specifieatioiu 
on  Lana  then  belonging  to  £.,  in  consideration  of  which  undertaking,  tnd 
of  an  annual  rent  charge  of  25«.,  a  lease  of  the  land  for  three  Ures  vas 
to  be  granted.  The  house  was  built  by  A.  according  to  the  spedficatioDa, 
at  the  cost  of  85/.,  whereupon  the  lease  was  granted ;  the  grant  of  the 
rent  charge  and  the  erection  of  the  house  on  the  land  conveyed  being 
together  of  the  pecuniary  value  to  the  grantor  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
Teyance  of  more  than  30/.  Held,  that  A.  hereby  acquired  a  settlement 
under  9  ^.  1.  c.  7.  «.  5. 

A  T  the  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  borough  of  Berwiek- 
upon-Tweed,  holden  in  April,  1862,  an  order  for 
the  removal  of  Elizabeth  Silver,  widow,  and  her  two 
children,  ttom  the  pariah  of  Berwich-uponrTweed  to 
the  parish  of  Belford,  in  the  county  of  Northumberland, 
having  been  appealed  against,  was  confirmed  subject  to 
the  following  case. 

"  In  or  about  a.  d.  1831,  one  James  Tement  agreed 
with  one  WilKam  Clark  to  build  a  house,  according  to 
certain  specifications,  on  land  then  belonging  to  the  said 
iVilliam  Clark  in  the  appellants'  township,  in  considera- 
tion of  which  undertaking,  and  of  an  annual  rent  charge  of 
25«.,  a  lease  of  the  land  for  three  lives  was  to  be  granted. 
The  house  was  built  by  James  Tement  according  to  the 
specifications  at  the  cost  of  85/.,  whereupon  the  lease  was 
granted.  These  facts  appeared  on  the  trial ;  and  also  as 
the  Recorder  found  that  the  grant  of  the  rent  charge  and 
the  erection  of  the  house  on  the  land  conveyed  were 
together  of  the  pecuniary  value  to  the  grantor  at  the 
time  of  the  conveyance  of  more  than  30/.,  the  Becorder 
confirmed  the  order.'* 


V. 

ree( 

BELTf 
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On  the  argument  of  the  case  before  this  Court,  it  was         1863. 
stated  that  the  settlement  relied  on  was  a  derivative     TheQuEBH 
settlement  from  the  father  of  the  pauper.  OveJeer 

The  question  for  this  Court  was,  whether  or  not  under 
the  above  circumstances  there  was  such  a  consideration 
bonS  fide  paid  as  to  satisfy  the  requirements  of  9  <7    ' 
C.7.S.  5.     If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that   . 
was,  then  the  order  of  Sessions  was  to  be  conL 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  not,  then 
the  order  of  Sessions  was  to  be  quashed. 

UddeU  and  Bobinsun  Fowler,  for  the  respondents. — The 
question  turns  on  stat  9  6r.  1.  c.  7.  s,  5.,  which  enacts, 
"No  person  or  persons  shall  be  deemed,  adjudged  or 
taken,  to  acquire  or  gain  any  settlement  in  any  parish 
or  place,  for  or  by  virtue  of  any  purchase  of  any  estate 
or  interest  in  such  parish  or  place,  whereof  the  con- 
sideration for  such  purchase  doth  not  amount  to  the 
sum  of  30/.,  bondjide  paid,  for  any  longer  or  further 
time  than  such  person  or  persons  shall  inhabit  in  such 
estate,  and  shall  then  be  liable  to  be  removed  to  such 
parish  or  place  where  such  person  or  persons  were  last 
legally  settled,  bdTore  the  said  purchase  and  inhabitancy 
therein.^'  The  consideration  for  the  purchase  of  this 
house  was  bond  fide  paid  within  the  meaning  of  this 
section.  Its  object  was  to  prevent  poor  persons  from 
coming  into  a  parish  and  obtaining  fictitious  settlements 
by  estate:  and  therefore  it  is  that  holding  land  by 
donation  will  not  suffice ;  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St. 
Mary,  IVhitechapel  (a).  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Mar- 
wood{b).  Here  the  party  received  a  lease  in  consideration 

(fl)  Burr,  a.  C.  65.  (6)  Burr,  S.  C,  386. 
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1868.  of  his  building  a  house,  which  cost  him  851  I^  after  the 
The  Qusxb"  house  was  built,  the  other  party  refused  to  grant  alease, 
Overaewa  of  *^^  *^  actiou  were  brought  against  him,  the  meaBore  of 
BsLTOED.  damage  would  be  the  value  of  the  lease,  and  as  such 
necessarily  exceeding  8(V.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the 
consideration  be  paid  to  the  lessor,  nor  that  it  be  paid 
in  actual  coin  to  any  one,  so  long  as  it  is  dther  money 
or  money's  worth.  Payment  to  take  a  case  out  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  need  not  be  in  actual  money. 
[fFightman  J.  Building  a  house  is  more  like  aooord 
and  satisfaction  than  payment]  T/ie  Overseers  of 
Wendron  v.  The  Overseers  of  Stithians  (a)  is,  by  impli- 
cation, an  authority  almost  in  point.  There  a  party 
took  premises  of  another  at  a  yearly  rent  of  1/.  11«.  &/., 
entered  into  occupation,  and  erected  buildings  on  them 
at  an  expense  of  less  than  30/.  Afterwards  the  parties 
executed  an  indenture  witnessing  that  in  consideration 
of  the  yearly  rent  reserved,  and  of  the  covenants^on 
the  part  of  the  lessee,  the  lessor  granted^and  leased  the 
premises  to  him,  in  consideration  of  having  erected  the 
buildings  for  the  joint  benefit  of  himself  and  the  lessee 
of  other  premises,  to  hold  for  successive  terms  of  six 
years  till  the  expiration  of  ninety-six  years,  if  ^three 
persons  named,  or  either  of  them,  should  so  long  live, 
and  for  three  years  further ;  and  it  was  held  that  the 
lessee  did  not  gain  a  settlement  by  estate  by  occupying 
under  that  lease,  for  no  consideration  otherwise  than 
pecuniary  was  shewn,  and  therefore,  30/.  not  having 
been  paid  for  the  purchase,  stat.  9  G.  1.  c.  7.  s,  5.  pre- 
vented a  settlement  being  gained.  [Mettar  J.  In  Rex 
V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Tedford  {b)  the  purchaser  paid  9/. 

(a)  4E.fB.  147.  (b)  Burr.  S.  G  57. 
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of  the  purchaae  money^  and  the  residue,  being  30/.,  was 
paid  hj  his  order,  whereupon  he  mortgaged  the  pre- 
mises to  the  man  by  whom  the  residue  was  paid,  who 
afterwards  entered  by  Tiriue  of  the  mortgage,  and  this 
was  held  a  bonS  fide  payment  to  satisfy  the  statute : 
and  that  case  is  supported  by  Bex  y.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Chailey  (a).  Wtghtman  J.  In  Rex  y.  The  Inhabitants 
of  Tedfard  the  money  was  paid.]  In  Rex  y.  27^  Inha- 
bitants of  Stockland{b)  it  was  held  that  giying  up  a 
mortgage  and  other  debts  was  sufficient.  [Mellor  J. 
In  Rex  y.  The  Inhabitants  of  Dunchurch  {c),  where  the 
original  purchase  money  was  less  than  20/.,  subsequent 
improyements  effected  by  the  tenant  to  the  amount  of 
152.  more  were  held  insufficient.  That  also  seems,  by 
implication,  an  authority  in  your  fayour.]  There  is  a 
case  dted  there  from  Foley  (</),  of  SL  PauPs  IValden 
and  Kimpton,  where  the  fine  and  Court  fees  adyanced 
by  churchwardens  were  added  to  the  purchase  money  to 
make  up  the  30/.,  and  this  was  held  sufficient.  A  con- 
trary doctrine  would  lead  to  this  absurdity,  that  if  a  man 
were  to  exchange  his  estate  in  parish  A.  against  the  estate 
of  another  in  parish  A,  as  no  money  passed  between 
them  neither  could  gain  a  settlement  under  his  newly 
acquired  estate.     [They  were  then  stopped.] 


1863. 
The  QuEXH 

V. 

Overseers  of 
Beltobd. 


Manisty  and  G.  Bruce,  contril. — The  object  of  the 
statute  was  as  stated  on  the  other  side;  but  the  expres- 
sion, that  the  consideration  shall  be  '^bonS  fide  paid/'  is 
miderstood  to  mean  payment  in  its  fair  and  ordinary 
sense.     Thus  it  has  been  held  that  a  oonyeyance  for 

(a)  6  r.  R.  756.  {b)  Burr.  8.  C,  169. 

{€)  Burr.  8.  C.  663. 

(rf)  The  reference  should  be  Saint  PauTs  WaUen  v.  Kc7npi<m,  FoUy*B 
Poor  Laws,  238,  3rd  ed. 
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1868.       natural  love  and  affection  is  not  a  purchase  vitbin  the 
The  QuBKN    statute;  Rex  v.   The  Inhabitants  of  Lydlinch  {a) :  and 
Orepseere  of   *^**  ^^  money  must  be  paid  to  the  vendor  at  the  time  of 
Bklford.     ^|jg  purchase;  so  that  where  12L  of  the  purchase  money 
was  paid  down  and  the  rest  secured  by  mortgage  on  the 
property^  this  was  held  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  sta- 
tute ;  Rex  y.  The  Inhabitants  of  Olney  (A).     Here,  when 
the  man  has  acquired  that  which  is  relied  on  to  give  him 
a  settlement^  he  may  have  made  himself  a  pauper  by  the 
very  act  of  acquiring  it.     \^Wighiman  J.     In  any  case 
the  payment  of  the  SOL  might  at  once  make  the  man  a 
pauper.]     There  is  nothing  here  to  shew  that  the  honse 
when  built  was  alone  worth  30^.^  for  the  rent  charge 
was  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  lease. 

WiGHTMAN  J.  I  should  havc  been  better  satisfied  if 
the  case  were  more  explicitly  stated,  but  giving  the  best 
construction  I  can  to  the  language  of  stat.  7  (?.  1.  c.  7. 
s.  5,,  I  think  that  this  man  gained  a  settlement. 

The  agreement  was  that,  in  consideration  that  he 
would  build  a  house  according  to  certain  specifications, 
the  landlord  would  grant  him  a  lease  for  three  lives 
at  an  annual  rent  of  2Bs. :  he  did,  in  pursuance  of 
that  arrangement,  build  a  house  according  to  those 
specifications  at  the  cost  of  85/.,  and  for  doing  that 
the  landlord  granted  him  a  lease  accordingly.  The  con- 
sideration was  the  building  a  house  that  cost  85/.,  and 
therefore,  unless  to  satisfy  the  statute  nothing  but  a 
pecuniary  consideration  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word 
will  suffice,  and  money  value  is  not  enough,  our  judg- 
ment must  be  for  the  respondents.     The  decision  which 

(a)  4  A  #  Ad.  150.  (b)  1  .V.  #  5.  387. 
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aeems  most  in  point  is  The  Overseers  of  Wendron  v. 
The  Overseers  of  Stithians  (a),  which  was  in  eflfect  that, 
if  the  value  of  802.  had  there  been  paid  for  the  purchase 
of  the  lease^  the  statute  would  apply,  if  not  it  would 
not;  and,  the  only  question  appears  to  have  been  had 
there  been  a  payment  either  pecuniary,  or  by  what  was 
equivalent  to  pecuniary,  or  was  the  consideration  for 
the  lease  mere  love  and  affection.  It  was  taken  for 
granted  there  that  an  equivalent  to  money  would  have 
sufficed ;  and  may  not  the  building  the  house  in  this 
case,  at  the  expense  of  85/.,  be  fairly  taken  as  an 
equivalent  to  that  sum?  Some  little  difficulty  arises 
here  from  the  case  not  stating  what  was  the  pecuniary 
value  of  the  house  to  be  built,  for  it  is  contended  that 
the  rent  charge  was  part  of  the  consideration ;  but,  taking 
the  whole  together,  it  must  be  understood  that  85/.  was 
to  be  expended  upon  it  whether  it  were  worth  that  sum 
or  not,  and  if  so,  the  consideration  was  to  an  amount 
exceeding  the  80/.  required  by  the  statute. 


1863. 

The  QuEiM 
▼. 

Orcrseere  of 
Beliord. 


Mellor  J.  (The  only  other  Judge  present.)  The  facts 
of  this  case  are  not  quite  in  accordance  with  any  other 
cited.  But,  on  the  principle  laid  down  in  The  Overseers 
of  Wendron  v.  The  Overseers  of  Stithians  (a),  it  must 
be  taken  for  granted,  that  if  the  facts  there  had  shewn 
that  the  money  expended  on  the  alteration  of  the 
house  before  the  lease  exceeded  80/.,  the  Court  would 
have  held  it  was  a  sufficient  pecuniary  consideration- 
Very  early  in  the  case  Lord  Campbell  says,  pp.  151-2, 
''  Here  we  have  no  consideration  of  natural  affection, 
nor  any  other,  except  the  improvement  of  the  property; 


(a)  AE.^B.  147. 
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and  that  is  not  to  the  extent  of  80/. ;''  and  Erk  J. 
The  QuiBir  ^J^^  P-  152,  "  Stat.  13  &  14  Car.  2.  c.  12.  *.  1.  gives  the 
Ove»eerB  of  P®^®^  ^^  removing  snch  persons  as  come  to  settle  *  in  any 
Bblford.  tenement  under  the  yearly  value  of  10/-' :  that  seems 
therefore  to  have  been  the  limit  of  value  originally  con- 
templated as  conferring  a  settlement."  Now  no  money 
was  paid  here,  but  I  imderstand  the  agreement  to  have 
been,  **  if  you  will  build  a  house  according  to  certain 
specifications,  I  will  grant  you  a  lease  for  three  Uvesat  a 
certain  renf  The  house  is  then  built  at  a  cost  of 
85/.,  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  finding  to  the  contrary, 
we  must  take  it  for  granted  that  85/.  was  expended  in 
building  it,  and  consequently  that  this  man  either  had 
that  sum,  which  far  exceeds  the  80/.  required  by  the 
statute,  or  that  he  could  get  credit  for  it.  Therefore, 
although  I  agree  that  we  ought  not  to  extend  the  con- 
struction of  this  statute  beyond  what  is  reasonable,  I 
think  we  are  here  acting  both  within  principle  and  the 
authority  of  the  cases  cited. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 
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BuRGES  and  another  against  Wickham  and     Saturday, 

.  February  2l8U 

another. — 

Marins  m- 
DedantLon  on  a  policy  by  which  the  phuntiffii  were  assured  "  at  and  ntrance, 
from,  all  or  any  ports  and  places  in  the  Clyde,  or  from  Liverpool,  to    Warranty, 
Kurrackee  or  Calcutta,  and  for  the  space  of  thirty  days  after  her  arriyal   Seatoortkineu. 
at  her  port,  upon  the  body,  tackle,  apparel,  ordnance,  munition,  artillery,   Extrinsio 
boat  and  other  furniture  of  and  in  the  eood  ship  or  yessel  called  7%e  evidence, 
Ganges,  a  steamer."    There  were  pleas  of  unseaworthiness  and  of  undue 
oonceahnent,  on  which  issues  were  joined.     The  Ganges  was  built  for 
naTigatiug  the  Indus,  and  was  on  this  account  of  such  a  oonstmction  as 
to  be  unfit  generally  for  ocean  navigation.    Eveiy  thing  however  was 
done  that  possibly  could  be  done  by  temporarr  appliances  to  render  a 
vessel  of  her  construction  as  strong  as  she  could  be  made  to  encounter 
the  perils  of  the  voyage  insured.    The  assured  had,  before  the  policy 
was  entered  into,  informed  the  defendants  of  the  original  construction 
and  character  of  7^  Ganges,  telling  them  at  the  same  time  that  the 
additional  strengthening  contemplated  was  then  in  progress,  and  that 
every  thing  possible  wonld  be  done  to  strengthen  and  fit  her  for  the 
ToyiLge,  An  additioniJ  premium  was  paid  commensurate  to  the  increased 
mk  arising  from  the  character  of  the  vessel. 

1.  Held,  that  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  must  be  taken  to  be 
limited  to  the  capacihr  of  the  vessel,  and  therefore  was  satisfied  if,  at 
the  commencement  of  the  risk,  the  vessel  was  made  as  seaworthy  as 
Bhe  was  capable  of  being  made :  though  it  might  not  make  her  as  fit  for 
the  voyage  as  would  have  been  usual  and  proper  if  the  adventure  had 
been  that  of  sending  out  an  ordinary  sea-going  vessel 

2.  That  extrinsic  evidence  as  to  the  character  of  the  vessel  was 
admissible. 

T^HE  first  count  of  the  declaration  set  out  a  policy  in 
the  ordinary  form,  dated  May  4th,  1860,  and  exe- 
cuted by  the  defendants,  two  of  the  directors  of  The 
Victoria  Fire  and  Marine  Insurance  Company,  by  which 
the  plaintiffs  were  assured  "  at  and  from  all  or  any 
ports  and  places  in  the  Clyde,  or  from  Liverpool,  to 
Kurrackee  or  Calcutta,  and  for  the  space  of  thirty  days 
after  her  arrival  at  her  port,  upon  the  body,  tackle, 
apparel,  ordnance,  munition,  artillery,  boat  and  other 
furniture  of  and  in  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  The 
Ganges,  a  steamer,"  for  the  sum  of  4000/. ;  the  consi- 
deration for  the  said  assurance  being  at  and  after  the 
rate  of  five  guineas  per  cent.     It  then  proceeded  to 


WiCXHAK, 
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1863.        all^e  that  The  Oriental  Inland  Steam  Company  {Limited) 
Qjj^Qgg      were  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  the  machinery  thereof, 
and  interested  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  insurance  in 
the  policy  mentioned^  and  that  the  insurance  was  made 
for  the  use  and  benefit  and  on  account  of  the  last 
mentioned  Company,  and  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  policy,  the  first  mentioned  Company 
and  the  defendants  had  due  notice  and  knowledge  of 
the  particular  construction  of  the'  ship  and  of  the  pur- 
pose for  which  the  same  was  built  and  intended,  to  wit, 
for  the  purpose  of  being  used  and  employed  in  river 
navigation  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  to  wit,  in  the  East 
Indies.     It  then  averred  a  total  loss  by  perils  of  tbe 
seas ;  and  that  all  things  happened  to  entitle  the  plain- 
tiffs to  be  paid  the  sum  of  4000/.,  yet  the  plaintifb  had 
not  been  paid  the  same. 

The  second  count  aUeged  that  the  ship  or  vessel 
thereinafter  mentioned  having  been  built  for  the  par- 
pose  of  river  navigation  only,  to  wit,  river  navigation 
in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  the  plaintiffs  before,  and  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  policy  of  insurance 
thereinafter  mentioned,  informed  and  gave  notice  to 
the  defendants  of  the  purpose  for  which  the  vessel 
was  constructed,  and  thereupon  in  consideration  that 
the  plaintiffs,  at  the  request  of  the  defendants,  would 
pay  to  the  defendants,  for  the  insurance  of  the  vessel 
upon  the  voyage  thereinafter  mentioned,  a  rate  of 
premium  greatly  exceeding  the  then  current  rate  of 
premium  for  the  insurance  of  a  seaworthy  vessel  upon 
such  voyage,  to  wit,  the  rate  of  premium  thereinafter 
mentioned,  the  defendants,  being  members  and  directors 
of  the  Company  thereinafter  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the 
4th  May,  1860,  contracted  and  agreed  that  the  said 
Company  should  insure  the  vessel  notwithstanding  that, 
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by  reason  of  her  build^  she  might  not  be  seaworthy  for        1863. 
the  voyage,  and  accordingly  signed  and  sealed  with  their      busgss 
respective  seals  a  certain  deed  poll  or  policy  of  insur-     wickham. 
ance,  and  which  was  made  on  the  basis  of  the  infor- 
mation and  notice  so  given  to  the  defendants  and  of 
such  agreement  as  aforesaid.     It  then  proceeded  to  set 
out  the  policy ;  and  concluded  with  similar  allegations 
with  those  in  the  first  count  as  to  interest  and  loss. 

There  were  also  counts  for  money  received  and  on 
accounts  stated.     Claim  4500/. 

The  pleas  were : 

First.  To  the  first  count.  That  the  ship,  at  the 
commencement  of  the  risk  in  the  policy,  was  not  sea- 
worthy for  the  voyage. 

Second.  To  the  same.  That  The  Victoria  Fire  and 
Marine  Insurance  Company  had  not  nor  had  the  defend- 
ants notice  or  knowledge  of  the  particular  construction 
of  the  ship,  and  that  the  construction  was  material  to 
be  known  to  the  defendants,  and  was  material  to  the 
risk  of  the  policy. 

Third.  To  the  same.  That  the  loss  of  the  ship  with 
her  machinery  was  not  occasioned  by  the  perils  of  the 


Fourth.  To  the  same.  That  the  defendants  were 
induced  to  subscribe  the  policy,  and  to  become  in- 
surers, by  the  misrepresentation  made  by  the  plain- 
tiffs to  the  defendants  of  certain  facts  then  material 
to  be  known  by  the  defendants  and  material  to  the 
risk  of  the  policy,  that  is  to  say,  by  the  misrepresen- 
tation that  the  ship  was  seaworthy  and  that  she  was 
fit  to  perform  the  voyage,  and  that  the  ship  was  of  the 
ordinary  build  and  construction  of  steam  vessels,  and 
that  other  vessels  of  similar  build  and  construction 
and  belonging  to  The  Oriental  Inland  Steam  Company 
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1953,       had  performed  the  voyage  in  safety^  whereas  the  ship  was 
g^j^g^g       not  seaworthy  or  fit  to  perforin  the  voyage,  and  she  was 
^  ^-  not  of  the  ordinary  build  and  constmction  of  steain 

vessels^  and  whereas  other  vessels  of  a  similar  build  and 
construction  and  belonging  to  TTie  Oriental  Inland  Steam 
Company  had  not  performed  the  voyage  in  safety ;  all 
which  premises  the  plaintiffs  well  knew. 

Fifth.  To  the  same.  That  at  the  time  of  making  the 
policy  the  plaintiff  omitted  to  inform  the  defendants  of 
a  fact  then  material  to  the  risk  of  the  policy  and  then 
material  to  be  known  to  the  defendants^  that  is  to  saji 
that  the  ship  was  of  peculiar  and  extraordinary  build 
and  construction^  which  rendered  her  unseaworthy  and 
unfit  to  perform  the  voyage^  as  the  plaintiffs  well  knew, 
but  of  which  7^  Victoria  Fire  and  Marine  Lisurance 
Company  and  the  defendants  were  ignorant 

Sixth.  To  the  second  count.  That  the  defendants 
had  not  notice  of  the  purpose  for  which  the  ship  was 
constructed^  and  that  they  did  not  contract  or  agree  that 
the  Company  should  insure  the  ship  notwithstanding 
that^  by  reason  of  the  build^  she  might  not  be  seaworthy 
for  the  voyage^  nor  was  the  policy  of  insurance  made 
on  the  basis  of  the  information  and  notice  or  of  the 
agreement ;  and  that  the  ship^  at  the  commencement  of 
the  risk  in  the  policy  mentioned^  was  not  seaworthy  for 
the  voyage. 

Seventh.  To  the  same.  That  the  ship^  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  risk  in  the  policy  mentioned,  was 
not  seaworthy  for  the  voyage,  by  reason  of  her  peculiar 
build  and  construction,  and  not  by  reason  of  her  having 
been  built  for  river  navigation  only. 

Eighth.  To  the  same.  That  the  ship,  with  her  ma- 
chinery, was  not  lost  by  the  perils  or  dangers  of  the  sea. 

Ninth.  To  the  same.     Similar  to  the  fourth  plea. 


WlOKHAK. 


XXVI.   VICTORIA.  678 

TentL  To  the  same.  Similar  to  the  fifth  plea.  1863. 

Eleventh.  To  the  residue  of  the  declaration.  Never      bv^qk» 
indebted. 

Issues  were  joined  on  all  the  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  before  Cockbum  C.  J.^  at  the  Sittings  at 
GuildhaU  after  Trinity  Term,  1861,  it  appeared  that  The 
OriejiialLiland  Steam  Company,  Limited,  the  owners  of  the 
steamer  Ganges,  through  the  medium  of  the  plaintiffs  as 
their  brokers^  effected  with  the  defendants,  directors  of  2^ 
Victoria  Fire  and  Marine  Insurance  Company,  the  policy 
of  insurance  set  forth  in  the  declaration  upon  the  steamer 
Ganges  and  her  machinery,  valued  at  16,000/.,  and  that  the 
action  was  brought  to  recover  4/MOL  the  amount  insured 
and  interest  in  respect  of  a  total  loss.  The  steamer  Gaii^ej 
had  never  been  at  sea  before  the  voyage  in  question*  She 
was  an  iron  steam  vessel,  of  500  tons,  about  240  feet  in 
length  and  30  feet  in  breadth,  being  a  common  proportion 
of  breadth  to  length,  flat  bottomed,  and,  as  originally  con- 
structed, drawing  only  2  feet  6  inches  of  water;  and  was 
built  in  this  country  for  T/ie  Oriental  Inland  Steam  Com' 
pany,  Limited,  and  intended  for  the  purpose  of  naviga- 
ting the  river  IndiLs,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  ordinary 
ocean  navigation.  In  several  previous  instances  vessels 
of  a  construction  in  most  respects  similar  to  that  of  The 
Ganges,  built  in  this  country,  and  intended  for  river 
navigation  abroad,  had  been  enabled,  by  means  of  addi- 
tional temporary  strengthening,  to  perform  ocean  voyages 
in  safety  to  the  various  rivers  for  the  navigation  of  which 
they  were  built.  The  directors  of  The  Oriental  Inland 
Steam  Company,  Limited,  who  had  previously  sent  out  two 
of  thdr  vessels  in  pieces  on  board  of  sea-going  ships,  de- 
termined to  send  the  steamer  Ganges  on  the  voyage  to 
Kurrachee,  after  having  first  temporarily  strengthened 
VOL.  III.  2  T  B.  &  s. 
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1868.       and  fitted  her  as  £ur  as  possible  for  the  royage,  with  a 
Bmawa      ▼i®^  to  her  being  employed  afterwards  upon  the  ri?er 
WioKHAM .     -^"^^^  ^  ^®  condition  in  which  she  was  originally  built 
At  the  time  of  effecting  the  policy  2%e  Ganges  wai  it 
Lioerpool^  and  the  defendants'  derk,  who  was  authorised 
to  underwrite  policies  for  them  in  London,  and  who 
underwrote  the  policy  in  question,  was  informed  by  the 
phuntifbthat  the  steamer  was  intended  for  nayigatingihe 
rirer  India,  and  would  not  therefore  draw  much  water, 
that  the  additional  strengthening  contemplated  was  then 
in  progress,  and  that  eyerything  possible  would  be  done 
to  strengthen  and  fit  her  for  the  voyage,  and  that  her 
draught  of  water  for  the  ocean  voyage  would  be  about  8 
feet    The  current  rate  of  premium  at  that  date,  for  a 
similar  insurance  upon  ordinary  sea-going  steam  vesseb 
upon  the  said  voyage,  was  firom  85«.  to  40f .,  and  the  in- 
creased premium  of  5/.  5«.  was  requited  by  the  defendants, 
and  paid  to  them,  in  consideration  of  the  vessel  having 
been  built  for  river  navigation.     2^  Ganges  sailed  firom 
Lbferpool  on  the  said  voyage  on  the  12th  June,  1860,  and, 
after  having  touched  at  and  sailed  again  firom  Lisbon, 
foundered  at  sea  in  a  heavy  gale  of  wind  on  the  29th  yiffy, 
1860.     Before  7^  Ganges  sailed  firom  Lherpoal  upon 
the  voyage  she  was  fitted  with  a  substantial  temporary 
keel  and  barge  ends  and  other  appliances  which  increased 
her  draught  of  water  for  the  ocean  voyage  to  8  feet,  and  she 
was  strengthened  by  means  of  trussings  and  various  con- 
trivances, and  everything  was  done  that  could  possibly  be 
done,  at  a  great  ezpence,  to  fit  her  to  encounter  the  risks 
and  perils  of  Ihe  voyage,  and  she  was  at  the  time  of  sail- 
ing as  seaworthy  for  the  voyage  as  it  was  possible  to 
render  a  vessel  of  her  dass  and  peculiar  build  and  con- 
struction.   The  counsel  for  the  defendants  oontended 
that,  under  the  circumstances,  there  had  been  no  suffi- 
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dent  compliance  with  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  to        1868. 
be  implied  from  the  insurance^  and  that  there  had  been       bueow 
a  misrepresentation  and  a  concealment  sufficient  to  avoid     ^  ^• 
the  policjr. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  left  to  the  jury  the  question 
whether  there  had  been  any  misrepresentation  or  con- 
cealment on  the  part  of  the  plainti£&^  and  directed  them 
that,  if  there  had  been  no  misrepresentation  or  conceal- 
menty  it  was  a  sufficient  compliance  with  any  warranty 
of  seaworthiness  to  be  implied  under  the  circumstances 
from  the  insurance  if  Hie  Ganges  at  the  time  of  sailing 
Iiad  been  made  as  seaworthy  and  as  reasonably  fit  for  the 
voyage  as  such  a  vessel  could  be  made.  The  jury  found 
that  there  had  been  no  misrepresentation  or  conceal- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  gave  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount  claimed. 

In  Mwhaebnat  Term,  1861, 

BaoiU  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
{[round  that  the  vessel  ought  to  have  been  seaworthy 
and  reasonably  fit  for  the  voyage,  and  that  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  ought  so  to  have  ruled  at  the  trial ;  and 
that  it  was  not  sufficient  that  the  vessel  should  have 
been  made  as  seaworthy  and  as  reasonably  fit  for  the 
voyage  as  such  a  vessel  could  be  made,  and  that  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  ought  not  so  to  have  ruled  and 
directed  the  jury. 

In  JVimty  Term,  1862,  May  28th,  29th, 

Lush,  Honyman  and  Archibald  shewed  cause. — "  Sea- 
worUiiness''  is  a  relative  term,  the  import  of  which  varies 
with  the  dass  of  the  ship,  as  well  as  with  its  situation,  and 
the  nature  of  the  voyage  and  of  the  cargo ;  Foley  v. 
Tabor  {a),  per  Erie  C.  J.  In  Knill  v.  Hooper  {b)  WaU 
(fl)  2  F.  #  F.  663.  671, 672.  (6)  2  H.  4^  N.  277. 283,  284. 

2  Y  2 
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1863.       son  "B.,  delirering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said :— 
BuEGBs       ''It  was  asked;  What  amount  of  seaworthiness  is  rc- 
WioLHAv.     4^^ured;  and  to  what  extent  are  the  assured  to  go  in 
repairs?     Our  answer  is^  that  the  term  ' seaworthinew' 
is  a  rdative  term :  there  is  no  podtive  condition  of  the 
vessel  recognised  by  the  law  to  satisfy  the  warranty  of 
seaworthiness.''    And  where  the  underwriter  takes  upon 
himself  the  insurance  of  an  exceptional  Yessel,  wheQier 
in  consideration  of  a  higher  premium  than  usual  or  not, 
he  cannot  require  more  firom  the  assured  than  that  the 
yessel  should  be  as  seaworthy^  that  is^  as  reascMiably  fitted 
for  the  voyage,  as  vessels  of  that  particular  constmctioii 
can  be  made.  What  Lawrence  J.  said  in  Christie  v.  Seere- 
tan  (a),  as  to  the  obligation  of  the  imderwriter  failing 
if  the  ship  be  incapable  of  performing  her  voyage, 
does  not  apply  where  the  underwriter  knows  he  is  insuT' 
ing  an  exceptional  vessel  not  fitted  for  ordinary  perils. 
Parfitt  V.  TTiampsan  (&)  shews  that  the  underwriters  are 
liable  upon  a  policy  in  which  they  have  agreed  to  coor 
sider  a  ship  as  seaworthy,  though  it  be  of  a  size  unfit 
for  the  voyage  insured.  The  seaworthiness  or  capability  of 
a  ship  for  performing  her  voyage  is  to  be  tested  by  com- 
paring it  with  other  ships  of  the  same  size  and  tonnage. 
A  vessel  may  be  seaworthy  (or  a  shorter  but  not  for  a 
longer  voyage^  though  the  same  tract  of  ocean  may  in 
each  case  be  traversed.    The  warranty  of  seaworthiness 
being  implied  from  the  nature  of  the  contract,  it  is  im- 
possible to  imply  an  incident  at  variance  with  or  destruc- 
tive of  the  particular  contract  itself.    One  of  the  grounds 
on  which  it  was  held  in  Small  v.  Gibson  (c),  by  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  and  the  House  of  Lords,  reversing 
the  judgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  that  there  was  no 

(a)  8  r.  B.  192. 198.  (A)  13  Jf.  #  IT.  392. 

{c)  16  C.  B.  128. 141.  167—160;  ^  H,  L,  35^  405.  411. 
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varranty  of  seaworthiness  in  time  policies,  was  that  it  18G3. 
was  unreasonable  to  imply  it,  [They  cited  the  observa-  Bvnan 
tionsof  Lord  EUenboraugh  in  Simeon  v.  Bazett  (a).]  The 
warranty  ordinarily  impliedhas  reference  only  to  sea-going 
vessels :  here  the  vessel  was  insured  for  a  sea  voyage,  but 
the  basis  of  the  contract  is  that  the  vessel  was  not  so  fit 
to  encounter  the  perils  of  the  seas  as  a  sea-going  vesseL 

The  evidence  shewing  that  the  contract  between  the 
parties  was  for  the  insurance  of  a  river  steamer  does  not 
contradict  the  policy,  because  the  term  "  seaworthy",  as 
has  been  shewn,  is  a  relative  term,  the  import  of  which 
varies  with  the  class  of  ship  as  well  as  other  things, 
and  the  perils  of  the  seas  intended  to  be  insured  against 
are  those  applicable  to  the  particular  ship. 

BociU  and  Macnamara,  contra. — The  meaning  of  '^s^- 
worthiness'^  implied  in  a  policy  of  insurance  is  that  the 
vessel  is  fit  for  and  able  in  all  respects  to  encounter  the 
perils  of  the  voyage  insured.  The  word  expresses  the 
minimum  degree  of  capability  of  performing  the  voyage 
which  the  vessel  must  have.  The  policy  only  covers 
such  risks  as  are  extraordinary,  and  therefore,  if  a  vessel 
is  not  fit  to  encounter  the  ordinary  risks,  it  is  not 
insured.  In  Patersan  v.  Harris  (A),  Cockbum  C.  J., 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said  "  The  purpose 
of  insurance  is  to  afford  protection  against  contingencies 
and  dangers  which  may  or  may  not  occur ;  it  cannot 
properly  apply  to  a  case  where  the  loss  or  injury  must 
inevitably  take  place  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things/' 
If  this  were  not  so  a  man  might  send  a  wherry  to 
America^  and  recover  on  his  insurance.  The  term  *^  sea- 
worthy^' is  relative  only  to  the  nature  and  time  of  the 
voyage  and  the  place  where  the  vessel  may  be ;  but  the 
(a)  2M.fS,  94.  98.  99.  (b)  I  B.  i  8,  300.  953. 
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1868.       Teasel  must  be  absolutely  seaworthy  for  ibat :  it  is  not 
Buboes      relative  with  reference  to  the  purpose  for  which  flic 
WxoKHAM.     vessel  is  built  or  intended  to  be  used^  or  to  the  pecmuaiy 
resources  of  the  assured,  and  such  like.  No  qualification 
of  the  term  is  stated  in  any  of  the  text  books  except  as 
to  the  Toyage  insured.     [They  cited  Marshall  on  Marm 
Insurance,  4th  ed.,  by  Serjt  Shee,  cL  t.  s.  1.  p^  109; 
which  Coekbum  C.  J.  designated  ''  amost  excellent  edi- 
tion ;''  1  Pari  an  Insurance,  8th  ed.,  by  HUdyard,  ch.  iL 
p.  458  j  AbhoH  on  Shipping,  by  Seijt.  Shee,  ch.  t.  a.  1. 
8th  ed.  340,  10th  ed.  255 ;  1  Amauld  an  Insurance,  Snd 
ed.  s.  267.  pp.  713—714;  and  Blackburn  J.  referred  to 
1  Amould  an  Insurance,  s.  266,  pp.  712 — 718.]     Nor  has 
the  term  been  qualified  in  any  of  the  cases.     [They  cited 
Lord  EUenbaraugh  in  Wedderbum  t.  BeU  (a) ;   Laio- 
ren&e  J.  in  Christ  v.  Secretan  (&) ;  Parke  B.,  ddiyer- 
ing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Dixon  r.  Sadler  (c) ; 
£!rle  J.  in  Thompson  r.  Hopper  {d)\  Lord  Wendeydak, 
then  Parke'R,,  in  Gibson  y.  SmaU  (e) ;  Lord  fFenskydak 
in  The  Commercial  Marine  Company  v.  The  Naunaqwi 
Mining  Company  (/) ;  in  the  Privy  Council.  J     Hie  ob- 
servations of  Erie  C.  J.,  in  Foley  r.  Tabor  {g),  were 
made  in  a  case  in  which  unseaworthiness  by  reason 
of  over  loading  and  bad  stowage  was  relied  upon  as  a 
defence  to  the  action.    In  Simeon  y.  Bazett  (A)  the  large 
premium  raised  an  implication  that  the  loss  was  within 
the  meaning  of  the  parties.     [Blackburn  J.     That  case 
does  not  bear  much  on  the  present.]    There  are  good 
reasons  for  adhering  to  the  strict  meaning  of  the  term, 
especially  on  the  ground  of  public  policy  for  the  protec* 
tion  of  the  lives  of  the  crew  and  of  the  property  on 

(a)  1  Camp,  1,  2.  (5)  8  T,  R.  192. 197,  19a 

(c)  5M,^W.  405.  414.  (rf)  6  JEl  #  5.  172. 181. 

(e)  4  K  L,  a  363.  397.  (/)  b  L.  T,  N.  S.  601  506. 

iff)  2  F.  j'  F.  0G3.  671,  072.  {h)  2  3f .  #  5.  94. 
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board.    In  the  case  of  a  time  policy  there  is  no  implied       186B. 
warranty  ofaeaworthinessbecanae  the  owner  cannot  know      g^^^,^ 
the  condition  of  hia  ship  at  the  commencement  of  the 
risk^  and  it  may  be  impossible  to  put  it  into  a  sufficient 
state.    ICockbum  C.  J.    Ex  concessis^  the  latter  cannot 
be  done  in  the  present  case.] 

The  meaning  of  a  contract  must  be  gathered  firom  the 
language  used  and  the  incidents  which  the  law  or  custom 
aud  usage  attach  to  it ;  and  such  incidents  can  only  be 
varied  or  waired  by  express  words  or  necessary  implica- 
tion ;  HuUon  y.  Warren  (a),  per  Parke  B.,  delirering 
the  judgment  of  the  Courts  dted  in  note  to  Wiggles-- 
worth  V.  DalUson,  1  Smith  L.  C,  5th  ed.^  527, 528.  There 
is  no  qualification  of  the  implied  warranty  on  the  hm 
of  this  policy.  The  party  who  desires  to  engraft  an 
exception  on  the  warranty  must  insert  it  in  the  policy; 
Kmll  y.  Hooper  (i).  [Wightman  J.  May  not  a  waiver 
of  the  warranty  be  implied  ?  Suppose  the  description 
of  the  yessel  in  the  policy  shews  that  it  is  unfit  to  per- 
form the  yoyage.  Blackburn  J.  The  following  case  of 
an  insurance  upon  four  prizes  taken  by  a  French  cruiser 
is  stated  in  Emerigon^  TraitS  des  Assurances^  par  Bou* 
hg-Paty,  ch.  yi.  8.  4^  p.  172  : — ''  L'un  de  ces  navires^ 
appel6  le  Port  Marehand,  avait  eu  dana  le  combat  le 
grand  infit  et  celui  d'artimon  rompus.  Le  capitaine 
amarina  les  prises,  et  6crivit  tout  de  suite  pour  qu'on 
les  fit  assurer.  Partie  des  assurances  furent  fidtes  H  Jdor- 
seille,  sans  qu'on  y  sp4cififit  F6tat  de  ce  navire.  II  fut 
ensoite  repris  par  les  Anglais*  Les  trois  autres  furent 
repris  6galement.  Les  assureurs  refusaient  de  payer  la 
perte;  et  ils  insistaient  en  particulier  sur  se  que  la  police 
n'avait  pas  expliqu6  V6tat  delabr6  du  navire  d6m&te. 
Hb  furent  condamn^  a  payer  Tenti^re  somme  assurSe, 

(a)  IM.fW,  466.475.  (A)  2  K  ^  N,  277.  283. 
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1868.        Bttendii  quails  devaieDt  prgsumer  que  des  Yaisseanx  piis 
g^^^^       apres  un  combat^  avaient  6te  lualtraitSs/'     Wightman  J. 
^*  Suppose  the  state  of  the  vessel  was  exfHressed  in  the 

policy.]     The  warranty  is  the  basis  of  the  contract,  and 
overrides  the  description  of  the  vessel  in  the  policy. 
[  Cockbum  C.  J.     The  implied  warranty  is  not  necessarily 
the  basis  of  the  contract^  if  both  parties  agree^hat 
the  ship  is  not  seaworthy  for  the  voyage.]    Enow- 
ledge  of  the  state  of  the  subject-matter  insured  cannot 
aflfect  the  contract  in  the  policy ;  JBamettY.  Wheeler  (a). 
The  underwriter  and  shipowner  never  can  be  on  equal 
terms  as  to  knowledge;  and  if  such  knowledge  were 
material,  it  would  not  be  necessary  that  the  ship  should 
be  strengthened  at  all.     [Cockbum  C.  J.     The  under- 
writer is  entitled  to  expect  that  the  ship  would  be  made 
as  seaworthy  as  it  could  be.]    In  the  case  of  a  covenant 
to  keep  premises  in  good  repair,  the  'lessee  cannot  say 
he  will  do  no  repairs,  or  leave  the  premises  in  bad  repair, 
because  they  were  old  and  out  of  repair  when  he  took 
them '/'  Payne  v.  Haine  (i),  per  Parke  B.     It  would  be 
unreasonable  that,  if  the  ship  was  not  so  fit  as  an  ordi- 
nary ship,  a  larger  premium  should  be  taken,  and  that, 
if  the  ship  was  lost  by  ordinary  perils,  the  shipowner 

should  be  at  the  loss. 

Cur.  adv.  mi//. 

Feb.  21.     The  following  judgments  were  delivered. 

CocKBUKN  C.  J.  This  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of 
.  insurance  effected  on  a  steam  vessel  called  The  Gcaiges, 
on  a  voyage  from  Liverpool  to  Kurrachee  or  Calcutta, 
The  vessel  was  built  for  navigating  the  river  Indus,  and 
was,  on  this  account,  of  such  a  construction  as  to  be 
unfit,  generally,  for  ocean  navigation.  Everything, 
(a)  7  Af.  #  IT.  864.  (h)  IC  ilf.  #  W.  Ml.  M5. 
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howeyer^  was  done  that  possibly  ooold  be  done^  by        2303^ 

temporary  appliances,  to  render  the  vessel  as  strong  as  — z 

she  could  be  made  for  the  voya^  on  which  she  was     „,   ▼• 

WlUKBAV. 

msured. 

At  the  trial  before  me,  at  GuildhaU,  the  case  opened 
for  the  plaintiffii  was  that  the  constmction  and  character 
of  the  vessel  had  been  fnlly  communicated  to  the  de- 
fendants when  the  proposal  for  insurance  was  made ;  an 
assurance  having  been  at  the  same  time  given  that 
everything  should  be  done  to  make  her  as  strong  and 

fit  for  the  voyage  as  she  could  possibly  be  made ;  that 

* 

an  additional  premium  had  been  paid  commensurate  to 
the  increased  risk  arising  from  the  character  of  the 
vessel;  and  that  as  in  point  of  fiEict,  by  various  contri- 
vances resorted  to  for  the  purpose,  the  ship  had  been 
rendered  as  strong  as  such  a  ship  could  possibly  be  made 
for  the  voyage  to  India,  the  implied  warranty  of  sea- 
worthiness was  satisfied,  and,  the  ship  having  been  lost, 
the  assured  was  entitled  to  recover. 

The  case  for  the  defendants  was  directed  to  two  points : 
first,  to  disproving  the  statement  that  the  construction 
and  character  of  the  vessel  had  been  made  known  to 
the  insurers ;  secondly,  to  shewing  that  the  vessel  had 
not  been  made  as  strong  as  such  a  vessel  was  capable  of 
being  made  for  the  voyage  to  India.  On  the  latter 
point  the  case  for  the  defendants  entirely  broke  down ; 
their  witnesses,  and  in  the  end  their  counsel,  admitting 
that  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiffs  had  entirely  satisfied 
them  on  this  point  This  being  conceded,  the  case  went 
to  the  jury  on  the  first  point  alone ;  and,  the  jury  having 
found  for  the  phuntiffs  on  the  question  thus  left  to  them, 
the  verdict  was  entered  for  them. 

It  is  contended  for  the  defendants  that  the  real  issue 
in  the  cause  was  not  disposed  of;  that  as  the  policy  of 
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18G8.  inBuranoe  oontainied  no  exception  of  tlie  implied  war- 
BuEon"*  ranty  of  aeaworthineaa,  the  proper  question  for  the  jorj 
WiouAJi.  ^*^  ^^^  whether  the  original  construction  of  the  vcMd 
had  been  made  known  to  the  inaurers,  or  whether  the 
Tesael  had  been  made  as  seaworthy  for  the  voyage  as 
such  a  vessel  could  be  made^  but  whether  the  vessel  was 
seaworthy^  reference  being  had  to  the  oMinary  standard 
of  seaworthiness  applicable  to  the  voyage  in  question. 

I  cannot  help  here  observing  that  I  think  it  much  to 
be  regretted  that  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  did  not 
press  upon  me  at  the  trial  to  leave  this  question  ako  to 
the  jury.  I  certainly  should  have  done  so  had  such  a 
suggestion  been  made^  and  should  have  reserved  the 
question  of  law  had  the  finding  of  the  jury  been  m 
favour  of  the  defendants  on  this  question  while  it  was 
in  &vour  of  the  plaintifis  on  the  others.  For  the  pcrint 
is  one  not  only  of  novelty  and  difBcnlty,  but  also  of 
considerable  importance^  owing  to  its  having  become,  as 
appears  from  the  evidence  in  this  case^  of  not  unfrequent 
occurrence  to  send  vessels  intended  fi^r  river  navigation 
in  distant  countries  across  the  ocean  (after  fitting  them 
for  the  voyage  as  well  as  can  be  done)  and  to  insure  them 
for  such  voyages.  The  counsel  for  the  defendants  appeared 
to  me  to  accept  the  issues  of  fact  and  law  propounded  by 
the  counsel  for  the  phuntiflfs^  and  the  case  was  therefore 
disposed  of  on  those  issues.  It  is  said  that  the  learned 
counsel  were  misled  by  a  casual  remark  of  mine,  on 
some  question  put  to  a  witness  on  cross-examination^ 
into  supposing  that  I  meant  to  rule  that  the  issue  was, 
as  suggested  by  the  plaintiffis'  counsel^  whether  the 
vessel  had  been  made  as  seaworthy  as  she  was  capable 
of  being  made.  It  is  possible  there  may  have  been 
some  misunderstanding,  but  I  am  disposed  to  think  that 
the  learned  counsel  at  that  time  attached  little  import- 
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aiioe  to  the  matter,  as  they  evidently  had  confidence  in  IB6B. 
their  case,  and  beliered  they  should  sacceed  in  defeating 
the  phiintiffs  on  their  own  ground.  I  do  not,  howeverj 
make  these  observations  with  the  view  of  at  all  ques- 
uoiiing  the  right  of  the  defendants  to  a  new  trial,  if, 
through  some  misunderstanding  or  inadvertence,  the 
proper  question  has  not  gone  to  the  jury.  I  am  only 
desirous  it  should  be  understood  that  I  certainly  should 
have  submitted  this  question  of  fact  to  the  jury,  so  as 
to  prevent  the  possible  necessity  of  the  case  going  down 
again  for  trial,  at  a  vast  expence  to  the  parties,  had  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants  in  any  way  required  it. 

I,  however,  think  that  the  issues  which  properly  arise 
in  this  case  have  been  disposed  of,  and  that  there  is 
consequently  no  ground  for  granting  a  new  trial.  The 
authoritiea  which  bear  upon  the  subject  appear  to  me 
fully  to  establish  that  while,  by  the  law  of  England, 
there  is  in  every  voyage-policy  an  implied  warranty  of 
seaworthiness,  the  term  ''seaworthiness''  is  a  relative 
and  flerible  term,  the  degree  of  seaworthiness  depending 
on  the  position  in  which  the  vessel  may  be  placed,  or  on 
the  nature  of  the  navigation  or  adventure  on  which  it 
is  about  to  embark. 

It  seems  to  me  to  follow  that,  if  an  insurer  agrees, 
with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  to  insure  a  vessel 
incapable  firom  her  sise  or  construction  of  being  brought 
up  to  the  ordinary  standard  of  seaworthiness,  the  implied 
warranty  must  be  taken  to  be  limited  to  the  capacity  of 
the  vessel,  and  vriU  be  satisfied  if  she  is  made  as  sea- 
worthy as  she  is  capable  of  being  made.  This  view  of 
the  case  becomes  fortified  if  we  consider  the  ground  on 
which  the  doctrine  of  the  implied  warranty  of  seaworthi- 
ness rests.  The  insui^er  is  entitled  to  expect  that  the 
shipowner  will  do  all  that  it  behoves  a  careful  and  con- 
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1868.  sdentious  man  to  do  to  secure  the  safety  of  the  crew 
BoEQM  ▼to  are  to  navigate  the  vessel^  and  of  the  merchant's 
WiouAic.  e^>odB  which  are  to  be  conyeyed  in  it ;  so  that  the  risk 
covered  by  the  insurance  shall  be  limited  to  those  perils 
incidental  to  navigation  against  which  the  care  and  skill 
of  man  cannot  provide.  But,  if  the  parties  are  avowedly 
dealing  with  a  vessel  which  no  care  or  ezpence  csn  bring 
up  to  the  ordinary  standard,  and  the  owner  does  all  that 
can  be  done  to  fit  her  for  the  voyage  she  has  to  en- 
counter, of  what  has  the  insurer  to  complain  ?  Why, 
the  nature  of  the  adventure  being  known  to  both  parties, 
should  the  implied  warranty  be  earned  &rther  than  that 
the  shipowner  shall  do  his  utmost  to  make  the  particular 
vessel  as  fit  for  the  voyage  as  she  can  be  made  ? 

There  is,  moreover,  a  rule  applicable  to  warranties  in 
contracts  of  sale  which,  if  it  is  to  be  considered  good  law, 
appears  to  me  perfectly  applicable  to  such  a  warranty  as 
we  are  now  considering.  It  is  laid  down  by  the  older 
authorities,  and  has  been  handed  down  by  succeeding  text 
writers  to  the  present  day,  that,  in  a  contract  of  sale, 
even  in  the  case  of  an  express  warranty,  defects  patent 
and  known  to  the  buyer  must  be  taken  to  be  excluded 
fix)m  the  warranty.  The  rule  appears  to  me,  a  fortiori, 
applicable  in  the  case  of  an  implied  warranty.  The 
law,  in  an  ordinary  policy  of  insurance,  superadds  to 
the  express  terms  of  the  contract  an  implied  term, 
because  in  reason  and  justice  it  may  be  assumed  that 
such  a  condition  was  intended  to  lie  at  the  foundation 
of  the  contract.  But  if  the  subject-matter  of  the  con- 
tract renders  such  an  implied  term  either  wholly  or 
partially  inapplicable,  why,  contrary  to  what  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties,  should 
a  warranty  of  seaworthiness  be  implied  to  the  full  ext^t 
of  an  ordinary  policy?    It  is  plain  that  the  underwriter 
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could  not,  under  the  circomstances,  honestly  have  8ub-  1868. 
scribed  the  policy,  reserving  an  intention  of  insisting  BraoBf 
on  seaworthiness  beyond  the  capacity  of  the  vessel.  w,okham. 
Why  then  should  such  a  stipulation  or  condition  be 
imported  into  the  contract  ?  It  may  be  objected,  that 
to  admit  evidence  of  extrinsic  circumstances  to  qualify 
the  ordinary  warranty  of  seaworthiness  would  be  to 
admit  parol  evidence  to  control  a  written  instrument. 
But  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  we  are  here  dealing 
with  a  term  not  expressly  contained  in  the  contract, 
but  implied  in  it  upon  the  assumption  of  an  intention 
in  the  parties  not  declared  in  the  written  instrument. 
It  seems  to  me  that,  with  reference  to  a  term  introduced 
into  the  contract  from  an  assumed  intention  of  the 
parties,  evidence  may  be  admitted  of  extrinsic  facts  to 
negative  or  qualify  such  intention. 

It  is  fully  admitted  that  evidence  may  be  adduced  to 
determine  the  degree  of  seaworthiness  required  with 
reference  to  the  place  and  circumstances  in  which  the 
vessel  may  be,  as  whether  in  a  port  or  a  river,  or  at  sea, 
as  also  vrith  reference  to  the  voyage  or  adventure,  and 
the  construction  and  equipment  which,  according  to  the 
existing  state  of  nautical  science  and  progress  may  be 
required.  Why  then  may  not  extrinsic  evidence  be  ad- 
mitted as  to  the  character  of  the  vessel,  in  order  to 
shew  the  degree  of  seaworthiness  which  the  parties  had 
in  view  ?  It  may  be  urged,  no  doubt,  that  any  intended 
qualification  of  the  warranty  might  be  introduced  into 
the  policy.  But  the  same  objection  might  have  been 
originally  urged  against  implying  the  warranty  at  all ; 
and  might  equally  be  urged  against  any  of  those  modi- 
fications of  the  warranty  which  are  now  allowed  to  be 
made  in  order  to  adapt  it  to  the  various  circumstances 
in  which  the  vessel  may  be  placed.     And  it  must  not 
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1868.  be  forgotten  with  how  much  tenacity  the  eommercul 
BoEGM  oommnnity  dings  to  established  fonns  of  merantik 
WioKBAM.  inatraments,  of  which  the  still  subsisting  though  anti- 
quated form  of  marine  policy  itself  affords  so  strikiiig 
an  example.  I  cannot  bnt  think  that  where  some  rale 
of  law  does  not  stand  in  the  way^  we  shall  be  best  con* 
suiting  the  interest  of  the  commercial  world  by  giving 
effect  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  a  contract  where 
we  can  snfficientiy  collect  it^  rather  than  by  insisting 
rigidly  on  a  distinct  enumeration  of  every  particular. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should 
be  dischai^;ed* 

WioHTMAN  J.  Agreeing  in  the  reasons  of  the  judgment 
dehvered  by  my  Lord  Chief  Justice^  I  have  thought  it 
unnecessary  to  give  a  separate  judgment 

MsLLoa  J.  read  the  judgment  of 

Blackburn  J.  In  this  case  I  agree  in  the  result  with 
the  other  members  of  the  Court ;  but  as  I  do  not  agree 
in  all  the  reasoning  by  which  they  arrive  at  that  result, 
I  shall  deliver^  as  my  judgment,  one  which  I  had  prepared 
rendering  my  own  reasons. 

This  was  an  action  tried  before  my  Lord  Chief  Justice 
at  GtdUhaU,  at  the  Sittings  after  Trinity  Term,  1861. 
The  declaration  was  on  a  policy  of  marine  insurance  on 
the  steamer  Ganges,  insured  from  the  Clyde  or  Liverpool 
to  Kurrachee  or  Calcutta.  There  were  pleas  of  unsea- 
worthiness^  and  of  undue  concealment,  on  which  issues 
were  joined.  The  plaintiffs  had  the  verdict,  but  the  de- 
fendants obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection,  against  which  cause  was  shewn 
in  the  last  Trinity  Term,  before  my  Lord,  my  brother 
JVightman  and  myself. 
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Oa  the  aigament  I  understood^  from  the  statementB  1868. 
of  the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  that  the  point  arose  bueobs 
in  a  manner  which  I  will  presently  state.  It  is  not  ^,0!^^, 
quite  in  accordance  with  the  notes  and  recollection  of  my 
Lord;  bat  as  I  have  come  to  the  condosion  that,  on  the 
defendants'  own  statement  of  the  case,  the  rule  should 
be  discharged,  I  will  give  my  opinion  on  the  assumption 
that  the  point  arose  as  they  stated  it ;  and  that  I  under- 
stood to  be  as  follows.  At  the  trial  the  defence  was 
principally  rested  on  the  plea  of  undue  concealment,  but 
the  other  plea  was  not  abandoned.  It  appeared  on  the 
evidence  that  The  Oanges  steamer  was  a  vessel  built  in 
this  country  for  the  purpose  of  nayigating  the  Lidiu^  and 
fitted  only  for  river  navigation,  being  of  very  slight  draught 
of  water,  and  in  other  respects  not  built  for  ocean  navi- 
gation; and  it  farther  appeared  that  the  assured  had, 
before  the  policy  was  entered  into,  informed  the  defen- 
dants, through  their  agent,  that  she  was  of  this  character, 
telling  them  at  the  same  time  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  assured,  before  they  sent  her  out,  to  add  fsalse  keels 
to  her,  and  strengthen  her,  and,  as  &r  as  possible,  to 
make  her  fit  for  the  ocean  voyage  to  Kurrachee.  Accord- 
ing to  the  case  of  the  plaintiff,  at  the  same  time  the 
underwriters  were,  through  their  agent,  informed  of  the 
build  of  the  vessel,  and  of  every  other  particular  material 
to  estimating  the  risk.  According  to  the  defendants'  case 
their  agent  was  misinformed  as  to  the  draught  of  the  ves- 
sel, which  was  a  material  circumstance;  but,  though  this 
was  the  defence  mainly  reUed  on,  the  plea  that  the  vessel 
was  not  seaworthy  was  not  abandoned. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial  it  was  admitted  by  the 
defendants'  witnesses  that  everything  which  could  be 
done  to  strengthen  TTie  Ganges,  being  such  as  she  was. 
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1863.       ^^^  to  fit  her  for  the  voyage^  had  heen  done ;  but  ac- 
B„jj,„       cording  to  their  evidenee,  after  all  that  conld  be  done 

WicMAM.  ^^  '^^^^  ^^^®  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  *^**»  ^  *"^  ordinary 
sea-going  steamer  had  been  no  more  fit  to  encounter 
the  ordinary  perils  of  a  voyage  to  India  than  The  Ganget 
was  when  thus  strengthened^  that  steamer  would  not 
have  been  seaworthy. 

My  Lord^  on  this  evidence  being  given^  was  under- 
stood by  the  defendants'  counsel  to  express  his  opinion 
that  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  on  such  an  adventure 
as  this  was  not  a  warranty  that  the  state  of  The  Ganjei 
should  be  such  as  would  have  been  seaworthiness  if  slie 
had  been  an  ordinary  ocean  going  steamer^  and  that  she 
might  be  seaworthy  though  less  fit  than  such  a  vessel 
should  have  been.  After  this  opinion  had  been  expressed 
the  counsel  for  the  defendants  did  not  further  raise  the 
question  of  seaworthiness^  and  the  only  question  dis- 
cussed during  the  rest  of  the  trial  was  that  of  the  undue 
concealment,  which  was  properly  left  to  the  jury.  No 
mention  was  made  of  the  plea  of  unseaworthiness  by  the 
defendants'  counsel  when  addressing  the  jury,  nor  was 
my  Lord  asked  to  leave  any  question  of  fact  to  the  jury 
on  it  The  verdict  was  found  generally  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  defendants'  counsel  must 
be  taken  to  have  admitted  that,  if  the  opinion  suppoBcd 
to  have  been  expressed  by  my  Lord  was  correct,  the  plea 
of  unseaworthiness  was  disproved ;  but  they  cannot  be 
taken  to  have  abandoned  the  defence  arising  on  that 
plea — ^they  submitted  to  that  opinion  as  a  ruling  of  the 
Judge.  From  the  course  taken  at  Nisi  Prins  it  was  not 
necessary  to  give  any  direction  to  the  jury  on  this  point; 
and  no  objection  can  now  be  made  in  banc  on  the  ground 
that  no  particular  point  was  left  to  the  jury,  for  that 
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might  have  been  corrected  at  Nisi  Prius  if  the  objection  igea. 
had  been  nrged ;  but  if  the  opinion  thus  expressed  and  bukom 
•ubmitted  to  was  in  substance  incorrect  in  point  of  law,  -^j^^V 
they  are  entitled  to  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction. 

I  am,  however,  of  opinion  that  the  supposed  ruling  was 
correct 

Two  questions  of  some  difficulty  arise,— the  first:  What 
is  the  meaning  of  the  term  ''seaworthiness*'  as  applicable 
to  such  an  adventure  as  that  which  the  parties  certainly 
intended  to  insure  ? 

The  second :  Whether,  on  the  wording  of  the  policy 
in  this  particular  case,  it  is  open  to  the  parties  to  shew 
that  the  adventure  was  of  this  peculiar  kind?  It  is 
convenient  to  consider  these  two  questions  separately. 

It  is  perfectly  settled  that,  by  the  law  of  England, 
there  is  in  every  voyage-policy  of  marine  insurance  an 
implied  warranty  or  condition  that,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  risk,  the  vessel  shall  be  seaworthy,  by  which, 
as  is  said  in  Dixon  v.  Sadler  (a),  ''  it  is  meant  that  she 
shall  be  in  a  fit  state  as  to  repairs,  equipment,  and  crew, 
and  in  all  other-  respects,  to  encounter  the  ordinary 
perils  of  the  voyage  insured,  at  the  time  of  sailing  upon 
if  This  definition  has  always  been  considered  correct, 
but  the  question  we  have  now  to  determine  is,  what  are 
the  proper  elements  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
determining  whether  the  state  of  the  vessel  iAjU;  that 
was  a  question  which  did  not  arise  in  Dixon  v.  Sadler, 
and  on  which  the  judgment  in  that  case  gives  us  no 
assistance.  It  was  contended  before  us  that  the  mean- 
ing of  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  was  that  the  vessel 
must  always  be  brought  up  to  a  certain  fixed  standard 

(a)  5  3f.  #  r.  405. 414. 
VOL.   IIT.  2   Z  B.    &   8. 
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1868.       of  fitness,  and  that,  if  she  falk  short  of  that^  she  is 
BuBQss      nnseaworthy  ;  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  did  not 
WicKBAv.     bullish  ns  with  any  certain  guide  as  to  what  was  the 
standard  of  fitness,  but  argued  that  there  was  one,  and 
that  it  was  independent  of  the  nature  of  the  adyentnre. 
If  this  was  so,  the  ruling  at  the  trial  was  wrong,  and  it 
would,  in  that  case,  be  quite  immaterial  what  the  nature 
of  the  adventure  was,  and  this  river  steamer  ought  to 
have  been  made  as  strong  as  a  sea*going  vessel  bound 
for  India*    In  support  of  the  position  that  seaworthi- 
ness was  a  fixed  thing,  Christie  v.  Secretan  (a)  was  cited. 
There  Lawrence  J.  says  that  the  warranty  of  seaworthi- 
ness ''is  implied  from  the  nature  of  a  contract  of 
insurance.    The  consideration  of  an  insurance  is  paid 
in  order  that  the  owner  of  a  ship,  which  is  capable  of 
performing  her  voyage,  may  be  indemnified  against 
certain  contingencies  ;  and  it  supposes  the  possibility  of 
the  underwriter  gaining  the  premium  :..••;  and  if 
the  consideration  fail  the  obligation  fails.    In  the  case 
of  The  Mills  Frigate  (b)  it  was  said  that  the  ship's  being 
capable  of  performing  the  voyage  was  the  substratum 
of  the  contract  of  assurance.'^     But  nothing  in  that 
case  depended  on  the  question  what  were  the  elements 
to  be  taken  into  account  in  determining  what  amounts 
to  unseaworthiness ;  and  the  language  of  Lawrence  J. 
was  not  chosen  with  a  view  to  express  any  opinion  on 
that  point    And  it  seems  dear  that  a  mere  capadty 
of  performing  the  voyage,  and  earning  the  premium,  is 
not  sufficient  to  constitute  seaworthiness.    As  a  matter 
of  fact  a  vessel,  though  fiur  from  seaworthy,  may,  and 
often  does,  successfully  perform  her  voyage,   and  so 

(a)  8  T.  R,  192.  198. 

{h)  1  Park  on  Insurance,  ch.  xi.  7tli  ed.  334,  &c.,  8th  ed.  by  Hild^ard, 
40O,  &c. 
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proves  in  one  sense  capable  of  perfonning  it^  whilst  a       1863. 
seaworthy  vessel  may,  and  often  does,  perish  without       Bvaau 
any  extraordinary  accident.    We  must  therefore  look     w,okham. 
for  some  other  criterion  to  determine  what  constitutes 
seaworthiness. 

The  question  whether  a  vessel  is  seaworthy  is,  from 
its  nature,  one  that  in  practice  must  almost  always  be 
determined  by  a  jury  on  the  evidence,  with  only  a 
general  direction  from  the  presiding  Judge,  and,  con^ 
sequently,  we  find  in  the  reported  cases  only  general 
definitions  of  seaworthiness,  not  rendered  precise  by 
being  made  referable  to  particular  facts.  In  Small  v. 
Gibson  (a),  however,  it  became  material  to  consider 
what  was  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  warranty  of 
seaworthiness.  The  question  in  that  cause  was,  whether 
the  warranty  of  seaworthiness,  certainly  implied  by  law 
in  voyage  policies,  was  also  implied  by  law  in  time 
policies.  It  was  therefore  important  to  consider  what 
was  the  prindple  on  which  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness 
was  implied  in  voyage  policieSy  and,  though  that  did  not 
directly  raise  the  question  what  constituted  seaworthi- 
ness, yet  the  questions  are  very  analogous.  Matde  J., 
who  was  a  lawyer  peculiarly  conversant  with  marine 
insurance,  says,  4  H.  L.  C,  p.  888  :— "  It  appears  to  me 
that  the  foundation  of  the  admitted  rule,  that  in  a  policy 
on  a  voyage  there  is  an  implied  condition  or  warranty 
that  the  ship  was  seaworthy  at  the  beginning  of  the 
voyage,  is,  that  the  parties  to  the  policy  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  contracting  with  reference  to  what  is  usual 
and  of  course  in  the  transaction  which  is  the  subject  of 
the  policy ;  and  that  it  is  usual,  and  a  matter  of  course, 
to  make  a  ship  seaworthy  before  the  conunencement 

(a)  16  Q.  B.  128;  in  Exch.  Ch.,  Id.  141 ;  in  D.  P.,  4  H.  L,  C.  363. 
2  z  2 
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1863.        of  a  voyage."    And  Parke  B.,  p.  404,  enunciata  nearly 
BvEGBs       the  same  principle.    He  says :  '^  The  usual  conne  bdng 
WioKHAM.     that  the  assured  can  and  may  secure  the  seaworthiness 
of  the  ship,— either  directly,  if  he  is  the  owner,  or 
indirectly,  if  he  is  the  shipper,  it  is  by  no  means  un- 
reasonable to  imply  such  a  contract  •  •  .  .    It  maj 
happen,  indeed,  in  some  cases,  from  the  want  of  proper 
materials,  of  skilful  artizans,  of  proper  docks  in  the 
port  of  outfit,  of  sufficient  funds  or  credit,  or  from 
the  hidden  nature  of  defects,  that  the  owner  may  not 
be  able  to  fulfil  the  duty  of  making  the  ship  seaworthy 
at  the  commencement  of  the  voyage ;  but  the  law  cannot 
regard  these  exceptional  cases,  '  ad  ea  qtuB  frequenUus 
accidunt  jura  adaptantur  ;*  and  it  wisely,  therefore,  lays 
down  a  general  rule,  which  is  a  most  reasonable  one  in 
the  vast  majority  of  voyage-policies,  that  the  assured 
impliedly  contracts  to  do  that  which  he  ought  to  do  on 
and  before  the  commencement  of  the  voyage/'    Erie  J. 
in  the  same  case  gives  a  definition  of  seaworthiness. 
He  says,  /<£,  p.  384 : — *' A  ship,  before  setting  out  on 
a  voyage,  is  seaworthy,  if  it  is  fit  in  the  degree  which  a 
prudent  owner  uninsured  would  require  to  meet  the  perils 
of  the  service  it  is  then  engaged  in,  and  would  continue 
so  during  the  voyage,  unless  it  met  with  extraordinary 
damage.     I  have  not  found  a  definition  of  the  word, 
but  I  gather  its  meaning,  as  above  explained^  firom  the 
decisions  turning  upon  it.''     He  came  to  a  conclusion 
on  the  question  in  Gibson  v.  Small  (a)  difierent  from  that 
arrived  at  by  Parke  B.  and  Maule  J.,  but  his  definition 
of  seaworthiness  is  quite  consistent  with  what  is  said  by 
them. 

The  state  into  which  a  prudent  owner   uninsured 
would  require  the  vessel  to  be  put  is  that  state  in  which 
(a)  16  Q,  B.  128;  in  Exch.  Ch.,  U.  141 ;  in  D.  P..  4  H.  L,  C  353. 


XXVL  VICTORIA.  693 

it  would  be  usual  and  of  course  in  the  transaction  1863. 
which  is  the  subject-matter  of  insurance  to  put  her,  buroks 
and  is  that  state  in  which  she  ought  to  be  put.  The  wxokhah. 
same  idea  is  conveyed  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Carter  v. 
Boehm  (a),  where  he  says^  speaking  of  it  as  on  analogy^ 
^  The  utmost  which  can  be  contended  is,  that  the  under- 
writer trusted  to  the  fort  being  in  the  condition  which  it 
ought  to  be:  in  like  manner,  as  it  is  taken  for  granted, 
that  a  ship  insured  is  seaworthy."  In  Tidmarsh  v.  The 
Washington  Fire  and  Marine  Insurance  Company  (i), 
Mr,  Justice  Story  remarked  that  in  many  ports  **  the 
standard  of  sea- worthiness  has  been  gradually  raised  with- 
in the  last  thirty  years."  This  observation  seems  to  have 
met  with  the  approval  of  the  teztwriters  both  in  America 
and  this  coimtry ;  see  1  Phillips  on  Insurance^  8d  ed.,  p. 
391,  s.  719,  and  1  Amould  on  Insurance,  2d  ed.,  p.  713, 
8.  256.  It  is  obvious  that  the  notion  that  the  standard 
of  seaworthiness  can  be  raised  is  not  consistent  with 
the  idea  that  some  fixed  degree  of  capacity  to  encounter 
the  perils  of  the  voyage  is  necessary  to  constitute  sea- 
worthiness. But,  if  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness  means 
that  the  vessel  is  to  be  put  in  that  state  into  which  she 
ought  to  be  put  when  engaged  in  such  a  transaction, — 
that  degree  of  fitness  to  encounter  the  perils  which  it 
would  be  usual  and  prudent  and  of  course  to  require  at 
the  commencement  of  the  voyage,  then  the  standard 
of  seaworthiness  must  rise  with  the  improved  knowledge 
of  shipbuilding  and  navigation.  A  merchant  in  old  times 
about  to  send  out  a  vessel,  if  he  did  his  utmost  to  fit 
her  for  what  was  then  a  perilous  voyage,  fulfilled  his 
duty  to  his  co-adventurers  who  risked  their  goods,  and 
the  crew  who  risked  their  lives,  on  board  the  vessel ;  if  he 

(a)  3  Burr,  1905.  1916. 

(b)  4  Ma8<m  (American  Reports),  439.  441. 
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1868.  did  80  to  the  extent  which  was  then  nsual  and  of  oovune 
^^Q^  in  the  transaction^  he  could  not  be  expected  to  do  more 
than  was  then  practicable;  but  a  modem  shipowner, 
who  was  to  send  a  ship  on  the  same  voyage  no  better 
fitted  than  the  ancient  yesselj  would  not  fulfil  his  dntj 
to  either  one  or  the  other,  for  the  very  reason  suggested 
by  Story  J.,  that  the  standard  of  seaworthiness  had  beea 
raised ;  and  it  must  rise  if  the  definition  is  that  giren  by 
Erie  J.  in  Gibson  v.  Small  {a),  for  the  state  of  fitness  in 
which  a  prudent  owner  uninsured  would,  as  of  course, 
put  his  vessel,  must  rise  with  the  increased  power  to 
put  her  in  a  fit  state.  Now,  if  this  be  the  meaning  of 
seaworthiness,  as  I  think  it  is,  it  follows  at  once  that  it 
must  be  relative  to  the  kind  of  adventure. 

It  was  forcibly  observed  by  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  in  the 
course  of  the  argument  in  this  case,  that  if  the  warranty 
of  seaworthiness  were  construed  to  mean  a  warranty 
always  to  put  the  vessel  in  the  same  degree  of  fitness 
whatever  were  the  nature  of  the  adventure,  it  would  in 
cases  such  as  the  present  be  impracticable  to  comply 
with  it.  The  warranty,  they  said  (and  I  think  truly  said), 
must  be  construed  in  such  a  way  as  not  to  be  repugnant 
to  the  general  adventure  in  which  the  parties  were 
engaged.  Mr.  Macnamara,  who  ai^ed  for  the  defend- 
ants with  great  ability,  urged  that  if  this  view  of  the 
law  were  adopted  there  would  be  uncertainty ;  and  he 
truly  said  that  seaworthiness  could  not  vary  with  the 
pecuniary  resources  of  the  assured,  and  other  drcmn- 
stances  which  he  suggested.  The  remarks  of  Parke  B. 
in  Gibson  v.  Small  (a),  above  dted,  both  confirm  this,  and 
I  think  shew  that  it  is  not  applicable  to  the  present 
case.  Exceptional  circumstances,  such  as  he  refers  to, 
afford  reasons  for  inserting  in  policies  a  stipulation 

(a)  16  Q.  jB.  128 ;  in  Exch.  Ch.,  Id.  141 ;  in  D.  P..  4  JK  i.  C.  S53l 
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that  there  shall  be  no  warranty  of  seaworthiness  or  a  18G8. 
qnalified  one,  but  do  not  prove  that  the  ship  is  seaworthy,  Bvnoa  ~ 
for  they  do  not  prove  that  she  is  just  in  the  state  in 
which,  in  such  a  transaction,  a  prudent  owner  uninsured 
would  generally  put  a  ship  of  this  kind.  Extreme  cases 
were  suggested  in  the  ailment  as  of  some  rash  person 
going  to  America  in  a  Thames  wherry,  but  the  rules  of 
law,  and  more  especially  of  mercantile  law,  are  framed 
with  reference  to  the  ordinary  affairs  of  men.  Maritime 
adventures  are  ordinarily  entered  into  with  a  view  to 
cany  them  out  successfully  in  order  to  earn  profit,  and 
they  are  attended  with  more  or  less  risk  even  when 
every  thing  is  put  in  the  state  in  which  it  ought  to  be 
for  such  an  adventure.  If  sudi  an  adventure  is  insured, 
the  underwriters,  when  fixing  the  rate  of  premium,  con- 
sider what  will  be  the  risk  if  the  ship  be  put  in  the 
state  in  which  she  ought  to  be  put  on  beginning  such 
an  adventure;  but  what  that  state  is  must  depend  on 
the  whole  nature  of  the  adventure.  The  assured  war- 
rants that  she  shall  be  put  in  that  state,  but  he  warrants 
no  more.  It  is  dear  that  an  owner  uninsured,  who  had 
determined  to  send  a  vessel  such  as  77<tf  Ganges  to 
India^  could  not  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things  do 
more  than  on  the  defendants'  own  evidence  it  appeared 
the  plaintiffs  had  done  in  this  case.  It  is  true  that  when 
it  was  aU  done  it  appears  the  adventure  was  more  dan- 
gerous than  an  ordinary  voyage  to  India,  but  the  assured 
do  not  in  any  case  warrant  the  prudence  of  the  adventure, 
—  that  is  for  the  underwriters  to  consider  when  fixing  the 
premium ;  and  to  enable  them  to  do  so  the  assured  are 
bound  to  disclose  every  material  circumstance.  It  was 
said,  in  KniU  v.  Hooper  (a),  "  that  the  term  '  sea- 
worthiness'  is  a  relative  term :  there  is  no  positive  oon- 
(a)  2  H#iV.  277.283. 
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1868.       dition  of  the  yessel  recognised  by  the  law  to  satisfy  the 
BuBosi      warranty  of  seaworthiness.''    I  think  it  is  relatiye  to 
WioKHAH.     *^®  nature  of  the  adventure  in  every  respect. 

Taking  all  these  considerations  into  account^  I  think 
ihat^  on  such  an  adventure  as  this,  viz.,  sending  a  river 
steamer  across  the  ocean,  the  warranty  of  seaworthiness 
was  complied  with  if  as  much  was  done  to  make  her  fit 
for  the  voyage  as  was  in  such  adventures  usual  and  pro- 
per ;  though  it  might  not  make  her  as  fit  for  the  voyage 
as  would  have  been  usual  and  proper  if  the  adventure 
had  been  that  of  sending  out  an  ordinary  seagoing  vesseL 
Perhaps,  if  the  case  had  been  left  to  the  jury,  it  might 
have  been  proper  to  call  their  attention  to  the  question 
whether  The  Gcmges  was  made  as  fit  for  the  voyage  as 
was  usual  and  customaryin  such  adventures,  (which  are  by 
no  means  unusual),  as  at  least  an  important  element  in 
determining  whether  she  was  reasonably  fit  for  it ;  but,  as 
already  said,  the  course  which  was  taken  at  Nisi  Prius 
prevents  the  defendants  from  now  raising  any  objection 
on  this  score.     It  is  enough  if  the  opinion  expressed, 
and  to  which  they  deferred  as  a  ruling,  was  substantially 
right. 

The  second  question  is  one  of  a  more  technical  naturei 
but  also  of  importance  and  difficulty.  A  policy  of  insur- 
ance is  the  written  record  of  the  contract  between  the 
parties,  and  according  to  the  general  law  of  England^ 
being  the  written  record  of  the  contract,  it  must  not  be 
varied  or  added  to  by  verbal  evidence  of  what  was  the 
intention  of  the  parties.  Incidents  may  be  annexed  by 
the  general  law  of  the  land,  or  by  a  general  custom,  but 
such  incidents  though  not  actually  written  in  the  contract 
are  considered  to  be  tacitly  included  in  it;  the  warranty 
of  seaworthiness  implied  by  the  general  law  of  England 
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in  erery  voyage  policy  is  as  much  a  part  of  that  policy  1863. 
as  if  there  were  written  in  it  "warranted  seaworthy/'  I  bukqm 
think  that  parol  evidence  can  no  more  be  admitted  to  -^v^ickhav. 
contradict  or  qualify  an  implied  warranty  than  it  conld 
have  been  if  the  warranty  had  been  expressed.  Gatliffe  v. 
Boumty  in  error  (a)  has  sometimes  been  supposed  to  be  an 
authority  to  the  contrary^  but  it  is  misunderstood.  There 
it  was  necessary  to  prove  the  course  and  usage  of  ddiyery 
in  the  port  of  London^  and  therefore  it  was  necessaiy  that 
evidence  to  disprove  the  custom  should  also  be  admitted. 
It  was  upon  this  ground,  and  on  this  only,  that  evidence 
of  what  the  parties  did  was  admitted, — it  was  not  let  in 
for  the  purpose  of  altering  or  explaining  the  contract* 
The  final  direction  to  the  jury  was,  that  if,  upon  conside- 
ration of  the  evidence,  they  were  of  opinion  that  the 
delivery  was  not  according  to  the  usage  and  practice  in 
the  port  of  London^  they  were  to  find  for  the  plaintiff. 
It  was  not  left  to  them  to  say  whether  the  parties  inten- 
ded to  contract  for  a  delivery  according  to  that  usage  or 
not  And  it  seems  plain  on  principle  that  every  mischief 
arising  from  admitting  parol  evidence,  to  vary  a  written 
contract,  arises  equally  whether  it  is  admitted  to  vary  an 
express  or  an  implied  part  of  that  contract. 

Now  in  the  present  case  the  policy  expresses  that  the 
plaintiffs  are  assured  "  at  and  from  all  or  any  ports  and 
places  in  the  Clyde^  or  from  Liverpool  to  Kurrachee  or 
Calcutta^  and  for  the  space  of  thirty  days  after  her 
arrival  at  her  port,  upon  the  body,  tackle,  apparel, 
ordnance,  munition,  artillery,  boat  and  other  ftumiture 
of  and  in  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  The  Ganges, 
a  steamer.^'  If  the  plaintiffs'  case  were  that  The  Ganges 
steamer  was  not  seaworthy,  but  that  it  was  intended 
that  the  warranty  implied  by  law  should  not  apply  to 
(a)  3  3f.  #  G.  643. 
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1883.  lier,  or  that  there  should  [be  some  exception  fiom  or 
BmQn  qualification  of  that  warranty,  I  think  the  plaintiffs 
WicKHAM  ^ottld  fail,  as  there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  policy 
to  express  any  such  intention,  and,  as  I  have  already 
said,  I  think  no  such  intention  can  be  proved  by  ex- 
trinsic evidence.  But  this  is  not  the  case  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. It  is  always  permitted  to  give  extrinsic  evidence 
to  apply  a  written  contract,  and  shew  what  was  the 
subject-matter  to  which  it  refers.  When  the  stipulatioDi 
in  the  contract  are  expressed  in  terms  which  are  to  be 
understood,  as  logicians  say,  not  simpliciter,  8ed|secon- 
dum  quid,  the  extent  and  the  obligation  cast  upon  the 
party  may  vary  greatly  according  to  what  the  parol 
evidence  shews  the  subject-matter  to  be;  but  this  does 
not  contradict  or  vary  the  contract  For  example,  in  a 
demise  of  a  house  with  a  covenant  to  keep  it  in  tenant- 
able  repair,  it  is  Intimate  to  inquire  whether  the  house 
be  an  old  one  in  St.  Gile^  or  a  new  palace  in  Grogvenor 
Square  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  the 
tenant  has  complied  with  his  covenant,  for  that  which 
would  be  repair  in  a  house  of  the  one  class  is  not  so 
when  applied  to  a  house  of  the  other  (see  Payne  v. 
HaiTie  (a) ).  So,  suppose  a  sale  of  a  horse  warranted  to 
go  well  in  harness ;  the  qualities  necessary  to  constitute 
a  good  goer  in  harness  would  be  different  in  a  pony  fit 
to  draw  a  lady's  carriage  or  a  dray  horse ;  or  in  a  lease 
of  WkUeacre  for  a  year  with  an  express  contract  to  culti- 
vate it  in  a  proper  manner,  the  quantity  of  manure  and 
labour  which  the  tenant  would  have  to  bestow  must  be 
different  according  as  IVhiteacre  consists  of  hop  gardens 
or  meadows.  In  each  of  these  cases  you  legitimately 
inquire  what  is  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract,  and 
then  the  terms  of  the  stipulation  are  to  be  understood, 

(a)  16  M,  #  IT.  Ml. 
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not  simpliciter,  but  Becondmn  quid.  The  two  last  1668. 
instances  I  haye  sapposed  are  not,  as  &r  as  I  know,  burom 
decided  cases ;  but  I  give  them  to  explain  my  meaning  wiokham. 
as  examples  of  a  general  rule.  Now,  according  to  the 
view  already  expressed,  seaworthiness  is  a  term  rela- 
tive to  the  nature  of  the  adventure ;  it  is  to  be  under- 
stood, not  simpUciter,  but  secundum  quid.  The  doubt 
on  this  part  of  the  case  which  I  have  felt,  and  which  is 
not  even  now  altogether  removed,  is  whether  the  parol 
evidence  to  shew  that  ITie  Gangei  steamer  was  bound 
on  such  an  adventure  as  she  really  was,  does  not  contra- 
dict the  terms  of  the  policy,  which  describes  her  as  a 
steamer  bound  from  the  Clyde  or  Liverpool  to  Kurrachee 
or  Calcutta.  That  description  would  certainly  be  primS 
facie  understood  to  describe  a  vessel  bound  on  an  ordi- 
nary voyage  between  these  ports.  But  the  description 
is  not  so  worded  as  to  be  inconsistent  with  her  being  a 
vessel  bound  on  this  less  usual  adventure  between  these 
ports.  I  feel  that  it  is  going  far,  but  I  think  we  should 
put  a  Hberal  construction  on  the  terms  of  policies  of 
insurance ;  for  they  are  drawn  by  brokers,  who  habitually 
express  themselves  very  briefly,  trusting  to  the  obligation 
on  the  assured  to  disdose  every  particular  tending  to 
affect  the  risk,  so  that  the  policy  is  void  unless  the 
underwriter  knows  what  he  is  reaDy  insuring.  We  do 
not  therefore  run  much  risk  of  doing  injustice  if  we 
give  considerable  latitude  in  applying  the  language  used, 
whilst  a  more  strict  construction  may,  in  many  cases, 
and  this  would  be  an  instance,  defeat  the  intention  of 
the  parties.  It  is  very  desirable  that  brokers  should 
take  the  trouble  to  insert  a  few  words  in  their  policies 
to  indicate  that  the  adventure  is  out  of  the  conmion 
line,  wherever  such  is  the  case.     By  so  doing,  they  will 
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avoid  the  risk  of  litigation.  In  the  present  caae^  with 
some  donbt,  I  think  it  was  not  indispensable  to  insert 
more  than  was  inserted  in  the  policy.  The  parties  may 
perhaps  find  that  other  Judges  think  it  was. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  ruling  at  the  trial  was  right, 
and  that  the  rule  obtained  for  a  new  trial  should  be 
discharged. 

The  point  was  not  reserved  at  the  trial,  but  on  a 

question  such  as  this  the  defendants  shoidd  have  leave 

to  appeal  if  so  advised* 

Rule  discharged  (a). 

(a)  The  cause  was  settled. 


Tuesdayf 
Fthruary  lOth. 

Marine  in- 
surance. 
Notice  of 
abandonment. 
Depositary  of 
policy. 


Jardine  and  others  against  Leathlet. 

1.  The  defKMnt  of  a  policy  of  insnranoe  on  a  ship  at  sea,  which  is 
afterwards  injured  by  perils  insured  against  and  condemned,  does  not 
inrest  the  depositary  with  implied  anthori^  to  gixe  notice  to  the  mider- 
writer  of  abandonment  as  for  a  total  loss. 

2.  Quare,  if  there  were  a  mortgage  of  the  ship  ? 

T^HE  first  count  of  the  declaration  was  on  a  policy  of 
insurance  in  the  usual  form^  for  600021,  dated  28th 
July,  1858,  on  the  ship  Glenmanna,  and  her  freight,  on 
a  voyage  from  Bombay  to  the  United  Kingdom,  under- 
written by  the  defendant  for  200Z. ;  averring  a  total  loss 
by  perils  insured  against. 

The  second  count  was'  to  recover  42L  15s.,  expenses 
incurred  under  the  labour  and  travel  clause. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  to  the  first  count,  payment 
into  Court  of  50/.,  &c.,  and  to  the  second  the  general 
issue. 

The  plaintifiPs  replied  to  the  first  plea,  damages  ultrii, 
and  took  issue  on  the  second. 
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On  the  trial,  before  Mellar  J.,  at  the  Liverpool  Spring  *"  1863.^ 
Assizes,  1862,  it  appeared  that  the  plainti£b  were  mer-      jabdwb 
chants  at  lAverpooL  and  the  defendant  an  underwriter     .     ^* 
at  Lloyd^s.    The  insurance  on  the  ship  and  freight  was 
effected,  on  the  28th  Ju/y,  1858,  by  Messrs.  Foster ,  Lacy 
&  Co.,  as  agents  for  the  plaintiffs ;  and  the  ship  sailed 
on  the  23d  December  in  that  year,  but  never  reached 
her  destination,  having  leaked  so  as  to  be  compelled  to 
put  into  port  at  St  Tliomtu  in  the  West  Indies^  where 
she  was  condemned  and  sold  by  her  captain.    During 
her  voyage,  the  plaintiffs  deposited  the  policy  with  the 
Borough  Bank  of  Liverpool,  as  security  for  a  temporary 
loan.    While  the  policy  was  in  their  possession,  intelli- 
gence having  arrived  of  the  fate  of  the  ship,  notice  of 
abandonment  was  given  by  the  following  letter: — 

Liverpool f  June  3d,  1859. 
"  Gentlemen.  We  are  authorized  by  the  liquidators 
of  the  Liverpool  Borough  Bank  to  inform  you  that  the 
policy  for  6000/.  on  the  ship  Glenmanna,  dated  the  2d 
•/ti/y,  1858,  effected  by  you  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Jdhn 
Jardine  &  Son,  of  this  town,  has  been  assigned  by  them 
to  the  Liverpool  Borough  Bank,  who  are  now  entitled 
to  the  fuU  benefit  of  the  policy,  and  to  request  that  you 
will  be  good  enough  to  give  notice  to  that  effect  to  the 
underwriters.  We  are  also  desired  to  request  that,  as 
adrices  have  been  received  of  the  ship  having  become  a 
total  loss,  you  will  be  so  good  as  to  give  the  usual  notice 
of  abandonment  on  behalf  of  the  assured.  We  shall  be 
glad  to  hear  from  you  that  this  has  been  done.'' 

"We  are,  G^entlemen, 
"  Messrs.  Foster,  Lacy  &  Ca    "  Tour  obedient  servants, 
''l4t,Comhill, London."*  (Signed)  "Lace. MarskallkCo." 
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1863.  There  was  no  proof  that  the  plaintiffs^  one  of  whom 

Jabdinb  ^*8  examined  as  a  witness  at  the  trial,  knew  of  the 
Lbatblkt.  abandonment ;  and  at  the  conclusion  of  his  evidence  the 
defendant's  connsel  objected  that  no  snfficient  notice  of 
abandonment  had  been  given,  and  consequently  that 
the  loss  must  be  treated  as  a  partial  one  only.  The 
learned  Judge,  however,  reserving  leave  to  move  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  this  point,  left  to  the 
jury  whether,  in  point  of  fact,  notice  of  abandonment  had 
been  given  by  the  liquidators  of  the  bank  to  the  defen- 
dant. Other  points  were  made  to  which  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  refer.  The  jury  having  found  for  the  plaiiiti& 
as  for  a  total  loss, 

Edward  James,  in  Easter  Term,  1862,  on  the  24th  of 
April,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  or  for  a  new  trial ;  on  the  ground  that  the 
notice  of  abandonment  was  not  given  by  a  person  having 
authority  to  give  it. 

Brett  and  MUward  shewed  cause. — ^Where  the  policy 
of  insurance  on  a  ship  is,  before  her  loss,  pledged  b  j  the 
assured  as  a  security  for  advances,  the  pledgee  haa  the 
implied  authority  of  the  pledger  to  give  notice  of 
abandonment;  which  authority  being  coupled  with  an 
interest,  is  irrevocable  by  the  assured.  If  this  were  not 
so,  the  pledgee  would  have  no  legal  security  for  the 
money  advanced,  and  would  be  dependant  for  its  repay* 
ment  on  the  honour  of  the  pledgor.  [Crompton  J.  That 
doctrine  would  be  hard  on  the  pledgor,  because  it  would 
deprive  him  of  the  opportunity  of  choosing  whether  he 
would  abandon  the  ship  as  a  total  loss  or  not]  Notice 
of  abandonment  as  for  a  total  loss  can  only  be  ^Ten 
when  no  reasonable  person  could  hesitate  to  abandon 


T. 

Lkathlst. 
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the  ship.  Besides^  in  this  case,  the  objection  is  not  iges. 
taken  by  the  pledgor  or  pledgee,  but  by  the  underwriter,  Jabdihi  • 
on  whom  there  is  no  hardship,  seeing  that  the  assured 
can  withdraw  the  notice  at  any  time  before  it  is  accepted. 
The  other  side  must  contend  that  the  notice  of  abandon- 
ment here  would  be  vitiated  for  want  of  the  concurrence 
of  every  person  having  any  share,  however  small,  in  the 
ship*  ICrampton  J.  You  must  go  the  length  of  saying 
that  the  plaintiff,  after  he  deposited  the  policy,  had  no 
longer  a  right  to  give  notice  of  abandonment :  otherwise, 
the  pledgee  might  give  notice  of  abandonment,  while  the 
assured  might  disclaim  it.  Knight  v.  Faith  (a)  shews  that 
notiee  of  abandonment  must  be  given  to  entitle  the  assured 
to  recover  as  for  a  constructive  total  loss ;  and  Stewart  v. 
The  Greenock  Marine  Insurance  Company  (b)  establishes 
that  when  a  ship  which  has  been  insured  is  not  altogether 
annihilated,  the  assured,  claiming  for  a  total  loss,  must 
give  up  to  the  underwriters  all  the  remains  of  the  pro- 
perty recovered,  together  with  all  benefit  or  advantage 
incident  to  it,  and  this  includes  the  freight  which  the  ship 
was  in  the  course  of  earning.] 

When  this  rule  was  moved  Blackburn  J.  referred  to 
Pothomer  v.  Dawson  (c),  where  Gibbs  C.  J.  held  that  a 
deposit  of  goods  by  way  of  security  to  indemnify  a 
party  against  a  loan  of  money  is  more  than  a  pledge, 
and  the  depositary  has  a  right  to  sell  the  goods;  a 
case  which  is  recognised  in  Story,  Bailm.,  §  310,  5th  ed. 
{^WightmanJ.  I  do  not  see  how  that  applies.  They  do  not 
propose  to  sell  on  this  policy.]  The  possessor  of  an  ordi- 
nary lien  has  no  power  to  sell,  but  it  is  otherwise  with  a 
mercantile  one.  In  2  AmouUL  Ins.,  2d  ed.,  p.  1161,  §  407 : 

(a)  15  Q,  B.  649.  (b)  2  B.  L,  C.  159. 

(«?)  HoU,  M  P.  a  383. 
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1863.        ''An  abandonment  must  operate  not  only  as  a  transfer 
Jabdihb      of  *he  whole  interest  of  the  assured  in  the  subject  of 
Lbatblbt.    ^^^  insurance,  but  it  must  be  such  as  to  effect  that 
transfer  absolutely  and  unconditionally.    'Every  aban- 
donment/ says  VaUn, '  must  be  pure  and  simple,  and 
not  conditional,  otherwise  it  would  not  act  as  a  transfer 
ofownerihip,  which  is  of  the  very  essence  of  abandonment' 
Hence  it  follows,  that  no  one  can  be  entitled  to  make 
an  abandonment  who  has  not  at  the  time  of  the  leas  an 
absolute  right  of  ownership  in  the  subject  insured/' 
Thus,  it  has  been  decided  in  the  United  States,  that, 
where  the  assured  has  abandoned  all  his  interest  in  the 
subject  of  insurance  to  one  set  of  underwriters,  he  can- 
not afterwards  make  an  abandonment  to  other  under- 
writers of  the  same  subject :"  referring  to  Higginson  t. 
Dall  (a).    ''  So,  again,  it  has  been  there  held,  that,  if  the 
assured,  by  mortgaging  his  ship,  has  voluntarily  deprived 
himself  of  the  power  of  conveying  an  absolute  title,  he 
cannot  abandon  to  the  underwriters  on  ship,  but  can 
recover  only  for  the  damage  he  has  actually  sustained, 
as  a  partial  loss  /'  and  for  that  is  cited  Gordon  v.  The 
Massachusetts  Fire  and  Marine  Insurance  Company  (i). 
"  Whether  the  consignee  of  a  biU  of  lading  has  a  right 
to  make  abandonment  of  the  goods  must  depend  on  the 
question,  whether  the  possession  of  the  bill  of  lading 
gives  him  a  right  to  have  the  absolute  and  unconditional 
possession  of  the  goods.     In  several  cases,  indeed,  tried 
before  Lord  Ellenhorough,  which  arose  on  the  American 
embargo  of  1807,  and  in  which  it  appears  that  the  con- 
signees in  England  of  the  bills  of  lading  had  abandoned 
goods  detained  by  that  embargo.   Lord  EUenborough 
thought  it  might  be  difficult  to  make  out  that  they  had 
(a)  IS  MaatachusetU  Bep,  00.  {b)  2  Pick.  Matt.  S.  849. 
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such  an  interest  as  would  entitle  them  to  abandon,  be-        1868. 

cause  they  were  to  have  no  control  over  the  goods  till      Jardins 

their  arrival;  his  Lordship,  however,  gave  no  decision     Lsjlthlkt. 

on  the  express  point,  and  the  cases  were  decided  against 

the  right  of  the  consignees  on  other  grounds ;''  citing  Con- 

loay  V.  Gray  (a)  and  the  two  other  cases  there.     The 

marginal  note  of  Gordon  v.  77^  Massachusetts  Fire  and 

Marine  Insurance  Company  is  not,  however,  borne  out 

by  the  report,  for  in  that  case  there  was  no  possibility 

of  anything  being  left  in  the  person  who  took  it  upon 

him  to  abandon. 

\Thej  also  referred  toCammeU  v.  Sewell  (i),  and  stated, 
as  an  additional  reason  for  a  new  trial,  that  an  actual 
mortgage  of  the  ship  had  been  executed.] 

MelUsh  and  T,  Jones  (Northern  Circuit),  contra.—^ 
Here  was  no  pledging  of  the  ship, — it  was  a  mere 
pledging  of  the  policy,  that  cannot,  without  express 
authority  firom  the  pledgor,  authorize  the  pledgee  to 
change  a  partial  into  a  total  loss.  [Crompton  J.  The 
loan  might  be  for  a  mere  sum  of  6/.,  10/.  or  20/.  until 
the  next  day.]  The  effect  of  the  doctrine  of  the  other 
ride  would  be  to  enable  the  pledgee,  by  this  notice,  to 
vest  in  the  underwriter  both  the  ship  and  freight; 
Stewart  v.  The  Greenock  Marine  Insurance  Company  (c) ; 
which  might  be  for  a  debt  far  below  the  value  of 
the  policy.  Even  a  ratification  of  such  a  notice  by  the 
assured  would  not  render  it  valid ;  Bird  v.  Brown  (d). 
[Brett — There  the  notice  was  given  by  a  perfect 
stranger.] 

(a)  10  East,  636. 

(d)  SKfN.  617;  a£  on  enor,  bItL728. 
(c)  2  ELL.  a  159.  {d)  4  Ex9k.  786. 

VOL.    III.  3   A  B.    &   8. 
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1868.  In  2  Amould,  Ins.  1172^  §  411^  2d  ed.,  we  find:- 

Jabdini  "  The  law  of  England  agrees  with  that  of  Framee  and 
LsATHLBT.  ^^^  United  States  in  holding  that^  if  a  notice  of  abtn* 
donment  is  once  accepted  by  the  nnderwriters,  it  is  iire- 
Tocablcy  unless  made  under  a  mistake  of  &ct.  The 
underwriters^  by  their  acceptance  of  the  offer  to  abandon, 
deprive  themselves  of  all  power  to  object  to  the  gpronnda 
on  which  the  abandonment  is  made^  and  cannot  after- 
wards refiise  to  pay  the  whole  sum  insured^  even  thoogb 
the  thing  insured  should  be  restored,  uninjured,  before 
action  brought/'     He  then  cites  Smith  v.  Robertzim  (a). 

WiGHTMAN  J.  This  was  a  mere  deposit  of  a  policj 
of  insurance  as  a  security  for  an  advance  of  money,  and 
it  is  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  this 
conferred,  by  implication,  authority  on  the  pledgee  to  do 
all  necessary  to  make  that  security  available.  Now,  it 
may  be  that  here  was  an  implied  authority  in  the  pledgees 
to  bring,  if  necessary,  an  action  on  the  policy  in  the  name 
of  the  assured  :  but  we  need  not  decide  that  point,  for  the 
contention  of  the  plaintiffs  goes  far  beyond  it— they  say, 
not  merely  had  the  pledgees  implied  authority  to  make 
the  policy  available  simplidter,  but  also  to  give  notice  of 
abandonment  of  the  ship,  and  so  convey  irrevocably  the 
property  in  her,  which  might  be  to  an  amount  far  beyond 
what  the  policy  could  reach  or  touch.  Express  autho- 
rity to  do  this  might,  of  course,  be  given,  but  no  authority 
has  been  cited  in  support  of  the  proposition  that  merely 
pledging  the  policy  gives  any  such  authority.  In  the 
present  case,  however,  it  happens  that  the  pledgees  had 
authorityi  for  it  now  turns  out  they  have  a  mortgage  on 
(a)  2  Dow,  P.  C  474. 
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the  ship  which  was  not  put  in  evidence  at  the  trial,  so        1868. 
that  th^  are  not  only  depositaries  of  the  policy,  but      Jaudikb 
something  more.    We  therefore  think  that,  under  all     Lxatblbt. 
the  drcumstancesy  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial  on 
pajment  of  costs  by  the  plaintiffs,  in  order  that  they 
may  avail  themselYes  of  that  mortgage. 

CaoMPTON  J.    I  had  considerable  doubt  whether  the 
pledgees  here  may  not  have  supposed  that  in  conse- 
quence of  the  deposit  of  the  policy  they  were  entitled 
to  sue  on  it  in  the  name  of  the  assured ;  and  power  so 
to  sue  is  often  given  in  deeds.     But  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  decide  that  point;  for  it  is  very  important  to 
observe,  as  pointed  out  by  my  broths  ffightman,  that 
this  deposit  does  not  affect  the  property  in  the  ship,  but 
in  the  document  deposited.     It  is  clearly  established 
that,  in  order  to  be  able  to  give  notice  of  abandonment, 
the  party  must  have  the  property  in  the  ship.    This 
rests  on  good  reason ;  and  Knight  v.  Faith  (a),  in  this 
Conrt,  and  Stewart  v.  The  Greenock  Marine  Insurance 
Company  (6),  are  authorities  that,  in  cases  like  the  pre- 
sent, notice  of  abandonment  is  necessary.    The  effect  of 
abandonment  is  to  vest  in  the  underwriter,  not  only 
the  property  in  the  ship,  but  in  the  freight,  so  that 
the  giving  notice  of  it  is  a  matter  of  great  importance  to 
the  owner.    Still,  that  does  not  decide  the   question 
before  us,  for  taking  the  case  on  the  facts  proved 
at  the  trial,    and    without  any  new   evidence,  it  is 
contended  by  the  plaintifib  they  had  a  right  to  give 
this  notice,  and  that  the  pledgees  are  their  agents  to 
give  it  for  them.    I  am  not  satisfied  that  they  have  any 

(a)  16  Q.B,  e49.  {b)2E.L.  C.  159. 

8  A  2 
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18G3.  Bocli  implied  authority.  The  insured  ask  for  a  tempo- 
JAmoiKs  1^  1<)>^  foi*  &  fe^  days  (perhaps  for  a  very  small  sam); 
LsATHLKT.  ^^  plaintiffs  say  that  from  that  we  should  imply  an 
authority  to  sell  and  assign  the  ship.  The  transactioii 
may  well  mean  tiiat  the  plaintiffs  still  keep  the  ship; 
and  I  agree  with  the  defendant's  counsel  that^  as  laid 
down  in  Birdr.  Br€wn(a),  a  ratification  of  the  pledgees* 
act  by  the  plaintiffs  would  not  render  it  valid. 

There  is  another  point  here,  namely,  whether  there 
ought  not  to  be  a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs  by 
the  plaintiffs.  One  of  them  was  called  as  a  witnesB, 
but  was  not  asked  if  the  plaintiffs  knew  that  this  ship 
was  going  to  be  taken  by  the  underwriters.  Now,  how- 
ever, it  is  said  there  is  a  deed  equivalent  to  a  mortgage 
of  the  ship.  I  will  not  say  what  the  effect  of  that  deed 
may  be ;  but  it  is  right  to  give  the  plainti£&  the  oppor- 
tunity of  raising  any  point  they  can  upon  it. 

Mkllor  J.  The  objection  to  the  notice  of  abandon- 
ment was  taken  immediately  after  the  evidence  of  the 
plaintiff  who  was  examined.  If  any  thing  depended  on 
Ids  knowledge  of  the  &ct  that  it  was  given,  that  witness 
could  have  been  recalled,  for  he  was  in  Court  If,  on 
the  disaster  occurring  to  the  ship,  the  plaintifi  had  no 
authority  to  give  notice  of  abandonment,  there  would  be 
much  force  in  the  argument  of  their  counsel.  But  on  that 
event  occurring  they  could  themselves  take  all  neces- 
sary measures,  and  therefore  it  was  not  requisite  that  they 
should  confer  on  the  pledgees  of  the  policy  authority 
to  do  so  for  them.  From  the  very  nature  of  notice  of 
abandonment,  it  follows  that  it  must  come  from  a  per- 

(fl)  4  Exck.  47a 
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son  having  the  absolute  property  in  the  ship,  which  he        1863. 
can  by  such  notice  vest  in  the  underwriter.  Jardikk 


The  following  rule  was  ultimately  drawn  np : — 
**  It  is  ordered^  that  the  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiffs 
for  a  total  loss  be  set  aside,  and  in  lieu  thereof  a  verdict 
be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  first  issue  for  such 
damages  by  way  of  average  loss  only  as  shall  be  ascer- 
tained and  certified  by  an  arbitrator  (to  be  agreed  upon 
between  the  parties,  and  in  the  event  of  their  disagree- 
ing by  a  learned  Judge)  to  have  been  sustained  by  the 
plaintifis  beyond  the  sum  paid  into  Court ;  and  if  such 
arbitrator  shall  find  such  loss  to  be  less  than  the  sum 
paid  into  Court,  the  verdict  is  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendant;  and  that  the  verdict  on  the  second  issue  be 
now  entered  for  the  defendant,  unless  the  plaintiffs  shall, 
within  fourteen  days  after  service  of  this  rule,  elect  to 
take  a  new  trial,  and  pay,  or  undertake  to  pay,  to  the 
defendant,  the  costs  of  the  former  trial  and  of  this  rule, 
to  be  taxed  by  one  of  the  Masters,  in  which  case  a  new 
trial  shall  be  had  between  the  parties.'' 


▼. 

LXATBLST. 
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1868. 


satuirdttjf.         The  QuBEN  (zgoinst  The  Mstbofoutan  Board 

of  WOBKS. 

Sight  tcwaUr. 

Underground  ,  . 

mrtngs,  ^'  wu  the  owner  of  an  estate,  part  of  which  was  mtaate  upon  adeep 

find,  hed  of  grarel,  which  itself  waa  imbedded  in  a  basin  of  clay  extoidui 

Ccmmiaium^rs  under  it  and  the  lands  adjoining.  In  the  lower  part  of  it  was  a  pood 
ofsetoers,  of  the  depth  of  fonr  feet»  formed  in  the  graTsl  bed,  which  had  escted 

ComjpensaHon.  ^ore  from  time  immemorial,  and  in  which  the  water  rose  natnrs&y  in  s 
Metropolitan  considerable  quantity  from  seyeral  powerfol  springs  at  the  bottom  of  it, 
Sewer9  Act,  ^^'^  thence  oyerflowed  the  western  ed^e  of  the  day  basin,  and  foimed  a 
1848,  11  ^  12  riyulet  which  ran  through  the  grounojB  and  supphed  ornamental  ponds 
Vict,  c,  1 12.  therein ;  and  was  used  for  the  cattle  and  for  supplying  the  garden  of  the 
«f .  50.  69.  house.    The  Metropolitan  Commissioners  of  Seweis,  in  constzuctine  a 

sewer  along  and  under  the  centre  of  a  highway,  cut  through  the  bed  of 
gravel  and  the  basin  of  clay  which  enckraed  it,  at  a  distance  from  X's 
estate  varying  from  17  to  163  yards.    The  immediate  effect  was  to  drain 
the  springs  rising  in  the  bed  of  grarel,  and  prevent  them  from  finding 
their  way  into  the  pond,  so  that  it  becune  dry,  and  the  rivulet  and  other 
ponds  ceased  to  be  supplied  with  water.    The  Metropolitan  Seven 
Act,  1848,  11  &  12  Vict,  e,  112.  s.  60.,  contains  a  proviso  that  yhen 
any  work  done  bv  the  Commissioners  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions      | 
of  the  Act  "shall  interfere  with  or  prg'udicially  affect  any  ancient      j 
mill,  or  any  right  connected  tiierewith,  or  other  xi^t  to  the  use  of      j 
water,  full  compensation  shall  be  made  to  aU  persons  sustaining  damage 
therebjr  in  manner  herein  provided  concerning  compensation  to  persoos 
sustaining  damage  by  reason  of  the  exercise  of  any  of  the  powers  of  this 
Act."    Sect.  69  enacts  that  Aill  compensation  shall  be  made  out  of  the 
rates  to  be  levied  under  the  Act  "  to  all  persons  sustaining  any  damage      i 
by  reason  of  the  exercise  of  any  of  the  powers  of  this  Aet.'^   Held,  i 

1.  That  independentlv  of  the  statute  A,  was  not  entitled  to  oompen-  , 
sation,  as  the  effect  of  the  sewer  was  only  to  intercept  underground  | 
springs  which  would  otherwise  rise  into  the  pond.  | 

2.  That  A,  was  not  entitled  to  compensation  under  sect  69  of  the 
statute;  per  CoclAum  C.  J..  Wigktman  and  MeUor  JJ. :  nor  under  the 
proviso  in  sect.  60;  per  Wightman  and  Mdlor  J  J. ;  Coekhum  C.  J.  dis- 
sentiente^  on  the  ground  that  A,  had  a  right  to  the  water  after  it  had 
risen  to  the  pond,  and  that  right  had  iMen  interfered  with  and  pre- 
judicially affected. 

TU|"ANDAMUS  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 
The  writ  recited  that,  under  and  by  virtue  of  The 
Metropolitan  Sewers  Act,  1848, 11  &  12  Vict,  c,  112.,  and 
The  Metropolitan  Sewers  Amendment  Act,  1849, 12  &  13 
Vict.  c.  98.,  (which  Acts  were  amended  and  contmued  by 
stats.  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  76.,  16  &  16  Vict  c.  64.  and  16  ft 
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17  Vhi.  c.  125.;  andbyThe  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act,  18  &  19  VicL  c.  120.,  The  Metropolitan  Sewers  Act, 
1848,  and  the  Acts  amending  the  same,  were  further 
continued,)  a  commission  of  sewers  was,  on  the  22d 
Naoember,  1854,  issued  for  the  city  and  liberties  of 
Westminster  and  the  borough  of  Southwark,  and  certain 
other  places  and  districts  which  comprised  the  parish  of 
Lewisham,  in  the  county  oiKent;  and  that  by  that  com- 
mission the  persons  therein  named  were  duly  constituted 
and  appointed  ''The  Metropolitan  Commissioners  of 
Sewers/'  and  empowered  to  act  as  such  Commissioners 
as  well  for  the  parish  of  Lewisham  as  for  the  other  places 
and  districts  in  that  commission  mentioned,  and  to  carry 
into  effect  the  provisions  of  those  statutes  as  the  same 
were  applicable  and  in  force  with  reference  to  the  parish 
o{  Lewisham  and  those  other  places  and  districts.  The 
writ  recited  portions  of  sects.  38,  50,  and  69  of  stat. 
11  &  12  Vict,  c,  112. ;  and  then  suggested  the  facts  set 
forth  in  the  special  case  hereinafter  stated,  among  others 
the  existence  of  a  pond  or  pool  containing  large  quantities 
of  water  rising  from  natural  springs  in  its  bed  or  basin 
to  the  use  of  which  the  prosecutors  were  entitled  as  of 
right,  and  the  making  of  a  drain  or  sewer  by  the  Com- 
missioners, by  reason  of  which  hu^e  quantities  of  that 
water  had  been  permanently  withdrawn  from  the  pond 
or  pool,  so  tiiat  the  same  became  dry. 

The  writ  then  recited  that,  by  stat.  18  &  19  Vict 
c  120.,  it  was  enacted  that,  after  the  commencement  of 
the  Act,  all  duties,  powers  and  authorities  vested  in  the 
Metropolitan  Commissioners  of  Sewers  should  cease  to 
be  so  vested,  and  that  all  property,  matters  and  things 
whatsoever  vested  in  the  Metropolitan  Commissioners 
of  Sewers  (except  certain  sewers  in  the  Act  parti- 
cularly excepted)  should  be  vested  in  the  defendants, 
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and  that  all  moneys  then  dne  or  owing  hj  or  recoverable 
from  the  Commissioners  should  be  paid  by  or  recoYcr- 
able  from  the  defendants.  And  that  the  Act  com- 
menced and  came  into  operation  after  the  making  of 
the  drain  or  sewer,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  Ist  January, 
1856  (sect.  251) ;  and  thereupon  the  drain  or  sewer,  the 
same  having  been  theretofore  vested  in  the  Metropo- 
litan Commissioners  of  Sewers  and  not  being  one  of  the 
sewers  in  the  Act  in  that  behalf  excepted,  thereby  then 
became  and  was  vested  in  the  defendants,  and  the  same 
had  ever  since  been  maintained  and  continued  by  the 
defendants;  and  all  moneys  then  due  and  owing  by  or 
recoverable  fit>m  the  Metropolitan  Commissioners  of 
Sewers  then  became  payable  by  or  recoverable  from  the 
defendants. 

The  writ  further  suggested  that  no  compensation  had 
been  made  either  by  the  Metropolitan  Commissioners  of 
Sewers  or  by  the  defendants  to  the  prosecutors,  for  the 
damage  and  injury  they  had  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
making  of  the  drain  or  sewer,  or  for  any  loss  of  water 
thereby  occasioned ;  nor  had  any  purchase  of  the  right 
to  the  use  of  the  water  of  the  pond  been  made  either 
by  the  Metropolitan  Commissioners  of  Sewers  or  by  the 
defendants :  that  the  prosecutors  were  entitled  to  receive 
compensation,  and  since  the  commencement  of  The 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Act  required  the  defen- 
dants to  make  compensation,  and,  the  same  being  of  an 
amount  exceeding  50/.,  offered  to  have  such  compensa- 
tion assessed  by  arbitration  in  manner  authorized  by 
The  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845;  and  that 
they  had,  for  that  purpose,  appointed  an  arbitrator,  and 
required  the  defendants  either  to  concur  in  his  appoint- 
ment on  their  behalf  as  well  as  on  behalf  of  the  prose- 
cutors, or  to  appoint  another  person  to  act  as  arbitrator 
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on  tlieir  beluJf  with  him ;  but  the  defendants  neglected 
and  refused  to  make  compensation,  or  to  have  such  " 
compensation  assessed  by  arbitration. 

The  writ  commanded  the  defendants  to  make  compen- 
sation to  the  prosecutors  for  the  damage^  injury  and  loss 
sustained  by  them  by  reason  of  the  construction  of  the 
drain  or  sewer^  and  for  that  purpose  either  to  concur 
with  them  in  the  appointment  of  an  arbitrator  to  act  on 
their  behalf  as  well  as  on  behalf  of  the  prosecutors^  or  to 
appoint  another  person  to  act  on  their  behalf  with  the 
arbitrator  appointed  by  them^  and  to  assess  compensation 
in  the  manner  authorized  and  directed  by  The  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act^  1845. 

Betum.  That  the  Metropolitan  Commissioners  of 
Se  w^ers^  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  commission  in  the  writ 
mentioned  and  of  the  statutes  enabling  themin  that  behalf^ 
in  order  e£fectually  to  drain  a  very  large  and  populous 
portion  of  the  area  within  the  limits  of  the  commission^ 
in  July,  1854^  commenced  the  construction  of  a  main 
sewer  in  the  county  of  Kent,  and  the  same  was  com^ 
pleted  in  July,  1855:  [the  return  stated  its  direction 
and  length:]  that  the  main  sewer  was  necessary  for 
effectually  draining  the  area  through  which  it  passed; 
and  was  properly  designed  to  attain  the  object  proposed, 
and  was  constructed  throughout  with  care  and  skill,  and 
of  sound  and  suitable  materials :  that  this  main  sewer 
is  the  drain  and  sewer  mentioned  in  the  writ :  that  the 
part  of  the  main  sewer  mentioned  in  the  writ  runs  along 
the  entire  of  the  public  high  road  leading  through  Lewis" 
ham  :  that  the  main  sewer  passes  opposite  the  property  of 
the  prosecutors,  at  a  distance  not  nearer  than  250  feet 
from  the  pond  or  pool  in  the  writ  mentioned,  and  at  a 
distance  of  50  feet  from  the  nearest  part  of  the  premises 


1863. 


The  QuBSH 

V. 

Mktso- 

PALITAH 

Board  of 
Workfl. 


714 


HILART  VACATION. 


T. 

Mcrmo- 

POUTAll 

Board  of 
Worki. 


1868.  nientioned  in  the  writ :  that  the  main  sewer,  for  a  distance 
The  QvBu  ^  ^^^^  ^^^f  >^^  ^^  P^^  opposite  to  the  premises  of  the 
prosecutors,  is  at  a  depth  of  16  feet  below  the  surfiice  of 
the  public  highway :  that  no  part  of  the  soil  of  the  public 
highway  through  which  the  sewer  passes  was  or  is  the 
property  of  the  proeecutors :  that  the  main  sewer  in  no 
part  thereof  touches  the  premises  of  the  prosecutoFB, 
or  in  any  way  injures  or  prejudicially  affects  their 
premises:  that  the  CommissionerB  of  Sewers,  in  con- 
structing the  sewer,  did  not  cut  into,  divert,  or  interfere 
with  any  stream,  pond,  or  pool  of  water  whatever  of 
the  prosecutors,  nor  did  they  in  any  way  interfere 
with,  injure,  or  prejudically  affect  any  right  of  the  jffo- 
secutors  to  the  use  of  any  water,  nor  did  they  divert, 
subtract,  or  withdraw  from  the  pond  or  pool  any  water 
which  had  ever  formed  an  intend  part  thereof  or  of  any 
stream  of  water  or  of  any  water  whatever  belonging  to 
the  prosecutors :  that  the  prosecutors  had  not  sustained 
any  damage  whatever  fiom  the  ocmstruction  of  the  main 
sewer  entitling  them  to  compensation  from  the  Com- 
missioners of  Sewers  or  the  defendants,  &c. 

Plea.  That  the  main  sewer  in  the  return  mentioned 
(being  the  drain  or  sewer  in  the  writ  mentioned)  had 
materially  injured  and  prejudicially  affected  the  pre- 
mises of  the  prosecutors,  and  that  the  Commissioners  of 
Sewers,  by  constructing  the  said  sewer,  did  divert  and 
interfere  with  the  pond  or  pool  and  the  streams  and 
water  in  the  writ  mentioned,  and  did  greatly  interfere 
with,  injure  and  prejudicially  affect  the  right  of  the 
prosecutors  to  the  use  of  divers  large  quantitieB  of 
water  to  which  they  were  entitled,  and  that  the  Com- 
missioners did  divert,  subtract  and  withdraw  from  the 
pond  or  pool  divers  large  quantities  of  water  which 
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had  fimned  an  integral  part  thereof  and  of  the  water 
belonging  to  the  prosecutors,  and  the  prosecators  had 
sustained  damage  fiom  the  construction  of  the  sewer 
entitling  them  to  compensation,  &c. 

Issue  thereon. 

Also  demurreri  and  joinder  therein. 

The  demurrer  came  on  for  argument  in  Trinity  Term, 
1859,  when  it  was  ordered  that  the  facts  should  be 
stated  in  a  special  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

The  following  case  was  accordingly  stated : — 

The  prosecutors,  Henry  TibbetU  Staintan,  James  MaC" 
lean  and  Henry  Dawson^  are  the  owners  of  an  estate  in 
fee  simple,  as  joint  tenants,  in  a  messuage  and  premises, 
with  the  appurtenances,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Lewis" 
ham,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  being  devisees  uoder  the  will 
of  Henry  Siaintan,  deceased,  who  had  been  seised  thereof 
from  the  year  1817.  The  messuage  and  premises  are 
situate  in  the  valley  of  the  river  Ravensbaume,  and  are 
surrounded  on  the  eastern  side  by  high  grounds,  and  on 
the  southern  part  of  these  premises  is  a  field  called 
Springfield,  containing  about  three  acres.  Springfield 
slopes  from  south-east  to  north-west,  and  is  situate  upon 
a  deep  bed  of  gravel  or  porous  earth  which  itself  is  im- 
bedded in  a  basin  of  blue  day  commonly  called  the 
London  day.  Into  this  bed  of  gravd  the  waters  descend- 
ing from  the  adjoining  high  grounds  and  surrounding 
lands  are  carried,  and  therein  retained.  Springfield 
was  purchased  and  annexed  to  his  estate  by  Henry 
Stainton  in  the  year  1835.  In  the  lower  part  of  this 
fidd  was  a  pond  of  the  depth  of  four  feet  formed  in  the 
gravel  bed,  and  which  had  existed  there  from  time  im- 
memorial, and  in  which  the  water  rose  naturally  in  a 
considerable  quantity  from  several  powerful  springs  at 
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1868.  the  bottom  of  it,  and  thence  overflowed  the  western 
The  Qum  ^g^  of  til©  clay  basin^  and  formed  the  rivulet  after 
described^  which  edge  of  day,  or  clay  band,  extended 
along  the  western  side  of  the  field  and  for  a  considerable 
distance  beyond  in  a  north-easterly  direction.  This 
pond  was  the  principal  indncement  to  the  purchase  of 
the  field  by  Henry  Staintan,  the  consideration  for  which 
purchase  was  no  less  than  lOOOiL  The  water  of  this 
pond  was  pure  and  dear,  and  fit  for  domestic  use, 
and,  the  supply  being  constant  and  abundant,  the 
pond  was  soon  afterwards,  that  is,  in  the  year  1836, 
widened  and  enlarged  by  Henry  Staintan^  and  formed 
into  an  ornamental  lake,  with  bridLwork  at  the  sides, 
and  fiN>m  it  was  carried  a  rivulet  or  stream,  being  the 
overflow  of  the  pond  before  mentioned,  extending  for 
about  three  quarters  of  a  mile  in  a  winding  course, 
through  pasture  fields  and  other  grounds,  to  a  flower 
garden  adjoining  the  messuage,  and  into  certain  other 
ornamental  ponds  or  reservoirs,  supplying  in  its  course 
water  for  the  messuage  and  for  the  gardens  adjoining 
thereto,  as  well  as  for  the  cattle  in  the  fidds,  pared  of 
the  premises.  The  bed  or  channd  of  the  rivulet  or 
stream  was  constructed  with  day  and  masonry  on  one  side, 
and  with  brickwork  and  an  embankment  on  the  other, 
with  duices  and  other  contrivances  to  divert  the  water 
into  other  channels,  and  for  irrigation,  and  was  prepared 
and  formed  by  Henry  Stainton  at  a  considerable  expeno^ 
and  the  supply  of  water  thus  provided  and  carried  in 
this  manner  through  the  grounds  added  very  much  to 
the  convenient  and  profitable  occupation,  and  thereby 
to  the  value,  of  the  messuage  and  premises  as  well  as  to 
their  beauty.  The  quantity  of  water  supplied  amounted  to 
about  the  rate  of  50,000  gallons  in  twenty^four  hours. 
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In  or  aboat  the  month  of  April,  1855,  the  Metropolitan        1868. 
Commissioners  of  Sewers,  in  order  to  drain  a  large  and    The  Qusen 
populoos  district  within  the  limits  of  their  commission, 
commenced  the  constmction  of  a  sewer  or  drain  in  the 
parish  of  Lewisham  near  to  the  premises,  which  was  part 
of  a  large  sewer  intended  as  a  main  sewer  for  the  draining 
of  the  entire  district    This  sewer  or  drain  was  formed 
in  a  cutting  made  along  and  nnder  the  centre  of  the 
high  road  leading  from  Blackheath  through  Lewisham. 
and  to  London,  at  a  depth  of  sixteen  feet  and  upwards 
beneath  the  surface  of  the  soil,  and  it  was  carried  along 
the  course  of  the  high  road,  and  cut  through  the  bed  of 
gravel  or  porous  earth  which  in  part  lies  beneath  Spring* 
fidi,  and  is  part  of  the  same  bed  on  which  the  messuage 
and  premises  are  situate,  and  through  the  bed  of  day 
already  mentioned  as  lying  under  and  around  that 
bed  of  gravel  or  porous  earth,  but  they  did  not  cut 
through  or  touch  that  part  which  lay  beneath  Spring- 
fidL    The  sewer  or  drain  was  carried  in  the  same 
direction    as  the   course  of  the    premises    for  about 
510  yards :  it  in  no  part  touched  the  premises,  and  its 
distance  from  them  at  the  nearest  point  was  about 
17  yards,  varying  from  this  in    other    parts   to  the 
distance  of  158  yards,  and  its  distance  from  the  pond 
above  described  was  83  yards.    No  part  of  the  sewer 
or  drain  was  at  first  made  watertight,  but  about  210 
yards  in  length  were  subsequently  lined  with  cement, 
and  made  watertight  in  consequence  of  the  remonstrance 
of  the  prosecutors,  but  the  remainder,  being  800  yards 
in  length,  was  not  so  lined,  and  the  water  continued 
to  drain  out  of  the  gravel  bed  which  was  cut  through, 
and  in  which  the  drain  was  constructed,  and  continues 
to  drain  into  it     It  is  not  usual  nor  desirable  to  make 
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sewers  watertight  throngliout^  because  the  making  of 
them  watertight  very  miich  dimioishes  their  effidencf 
in  draining  the  lands  through  which  they  pass.  The 
sewer  was  properly  designed  for  attaining  the  object 
proposed,  and  was  constructed  throughout  with  care  and 
skill,  and  of  sound  and  suitable  materials. 

The  immediate  effect  of  the  constmction  of  this  sewer 
or  drain  was  to  drain  all  the  water  from  the  pond,  whidi, 
on  or  about  the  15th  AprU,  1855,  was  left  empty.  The 
rivulet  or  stream  which  had  been  carried  from  it  through 
the  grounds,  and  the  other  ornamental  ponds  or  resenroin 
which  were  supplied  from  it,  failed  of  course,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  pond  being  empty,  and  thus  the  whole 
supply  of  water  was  withdrawn  from  the  messuage  and 
premises.  Complaints  were  immediately  made,  at  the 
office  of  the  Metropolitan  Commissioners  of  Sewers,  by 
Mr.  Henry  Lewin^  as  the  solicitor  on  behalf  of  the  pro- 
secutors, the  owners  of  the  property.  But  the  Commis- 
sioners denied  their  liability  to  make  any  compensation 
for  any  damage  caused  by  making  the  said  sewer,  and, 
though  repeatedly  required  by  the  prosecutors  to  make 
such  compensation,  wholly  refused  to  do  sa 

The  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  Term,  Nov*  19th 
and  21st. 


Ltuh  {Baddeley  with  him),  for  the  prosecutors.*- 
The  prosecutors  are  entitled  to  compensation  under 
Stat  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  112.  By  sect  88  the  Conmiis- 
sioners  ''shall  cause  to  be  made  sudi  sewers  and 
works,  or  such  diversions  or  alterations  of  sewers  and 
works,  as  may  be  necessary  for  effectually  draining 
the  area  within  the  limits  of  the  commission ;  •  .  .  and 
it  dball  be  lawful  for*'  them  ''  to  carry  any  such  sewers 
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thitmgh,  across,  or  under  any  turnpike  road,  or  any 
street  or  place  laid  out  as  or  intended  for  a  street,  or 
through  or  under  any  cellar  or  vault  which  may  be 
under  the  pavement  or  carriage-way  of  any  street,  and 
(if  upon  the  report  of  the  surveyor  it  should  appear 
to  he  necessary)  into,  through,  or  under  any  lands 
whatsoever,  making  compensation  for  any  damage 
done  thereby  as  hereinafter  provided/'  Sect.  50,  which 
enacts  that  the  Commissioners  shall  drain,  cleanse,  cover, 
or  fill  up,  &c.,  all  ponds,  pools,  open  ditches,  sewers, 
drains,  &c.,  contains  a  proviso  "  that  where  any  work 
by  the  Commissioners  done  or  required  to  be  done  in 
pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  interfere 
with  or  prejudicially  affect  any  ancient  mill,  or  any 
right  connected  therewith,  or  other  right  to  the  use  oX 
water,  full  compensation  shall  be  made  to  all  persons 
sustaining  damage  thereby  in  manner  herein  provided 
concerning  compensation  to  persons  sustaining  damage 
by  reason  of  the  exercise  of  any  of  the  powers  of  this 
Act;  or  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Commissioners,  if 
they  shall  think  fit,  to  contract  for  the  purchase  of  such 
miU,  or  any  such  right  connected  therewith,  or  other 
right  to  the  use  of  water.''  And  by  the  general  com- 
pensation clause,  sect  69,  '^  full  compensation  shall  be 
made  out  of  such  rates  to  be  levied  under  this  Act  as 
the  Commissioners  shall  by  their  decree  direct  to  all 
persons  sustaining  any  damage  by  reason  of  the  exer- 
dse  of  any  of  the  powers  of  this  Act."  The  language 
of  this  clause  is  similar  to  that  in  The  Public  Health 
Act,  1848,  11  &  12  Viet  c.  63.  #.  144.,  and  in  The 
Bailways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Fict 
c.  20.  s.  16.  But  the  language  of  the  proviso  in  sect.  60 
is  different,  and  is  specially  applicable  to  such  a  case  as 
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this,  in  whicb  the  making  of  the  sewer  has  drawn  off  the 
water  collected  in  the  prosecutors'  pond :  it  gives  com- 
pensation for  an  act  interfering  with  a  ''  right  to  the  use 
of  water,"  which  would  not  be  given  under  sect-  69.  So 
long  as  the  springs  rose  in  the  land  of  the  prosecuton 
they  had  a  right  to  use  them.  [  Wightfhan  J.  The  right 
remains.]  There  can  be  no  such  thing  as  a  right  inde- 
pendent of  enjoyment;  and  by  reason  of  the  existence 
of  the  sewer  the  water  will  never  come  again  into  the 
prosecutors'  pond. 

The  cases  of  Chasemore  v.  Richards  (a)  and  Aden  v. 
Blundell^  in  error  (&),  do  not  apply.  Here  the  Comnua- 
sioners,  before  they  began  their  works,  did  an  act  whidi 
deprived  the  prosecutors  of  water  which  had  reached 
the  surface  and  existed  as  a  flowing  stream  on  their  land. 
In  Chasemore  v.  Richards  {a)  the  intercepted  water  was 
percolating  through  the  strata  of  the  earth,  and  had 
never  risen  to  the  surface :  no  water  was  drawn  off  from 
the  river  Wandle.  [Mellor  J.  According  to  Dickinson 
V.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  (c),  the  pro- 
secutors would  have  been  entitled  independently  of  the 
provisions  of  stat.  11  &  12  VicL  c.  112.]  That  case 
rested  very  much  on  agreement  between  the  parties; 
and  in  Broadbent  v.  Ramsbotham  (c)  Parke  B.  said,  "  it 
only  decided,  that,  if  a  person  has  a  right  to  a  stream 
jure  naturse,  he  has  a  right  to  its  subterranean  course.'' 
In  Acton  v.  Blundett,  in  error  (i),  the  sinking  of  the  coal 
pit  drew  off  water  which  stood  in  an  artificial  well  and 
never  would  have  reached  the  surface. 

Further.  This  drainage  is  the  immediate  effect  of  the 
act  of  making  the  sewer,  and  would  have  been  actionable 


(a)  7ff.L.aM9. 
(e)  7  Exek.  282. 


(b)  12  JIf.  #  JT.  324. 
(d)  ll£rcil.602.611. 
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at  common  law  but  for  the  protection  given  to  the  Com- 
missioners by  their  Act.     In  Chasemare  v.  Bichards  (a) 
and  Acton  y.  Bhtndell,  in  error  {b),  the  well  and  the  coal 
pit  respectively  had  been  sunk  by  the  defendants  as 
proprietors  of  the  adjoining  land :  in  the  present  case 
the  defendants,  if  not  acting  under  the  powers  given  to 
them  by  statute,  would  have  been  indictable,  and  the 
prosecutors  would  have  had  an  action  against  them. 
[Cochbum  C.  J.    Is  not  this  damage  too  remote  ?    The 
defendants  have  not  touched  the  soil  of  the  prosecutors, 
nor  affected  its  position.]     The  property  of  the  prose-^ 
cutors  is  contiguous  to  the  highway,  and  the  defendants, 
by  making  the  cutting  under  the  highway,  through  the 
bed  of  gravel  and  the  basin  of  day,  have  drawn  away 
a  surface  stream  of  wat».     [He  cited  Chamberlain  v.  The 
West  End  of  London  and  Crystal  Palace  Railway  Com" 
/w»y(r).]     [WightmanJ.    Suppose  a  deep  well  sunk 
some  distance  off,  which  drained  or  lowered  the  water 
in  the  pond  of  the  prosecutors.]    The  prosecutors  would 
have  a  right  of  action.     They  have  had  uninterrupted 
user  of  the  right  for  twenty  years,  which  did  not  exist 
in  Acton  v.  Blundelly  in  error  (ft).     [He  also  cited  BaU 
Uon  V.  Bensted{d).'] 
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Sir  F.  Kelly  (Raymond  with  him),  -for  the  defendants. 
^First  The  present  case  is  undistinguishable  from  C7ui<ff' 
more  v.  Richards  (a),  unless  the  sewer,  besides  inter- 
ceptiog  the  water  in  the  subterraneous  strata,  drew  away 
water  after  it  had  reached  the  pond  of  the  prosecutors. 
That  case  was  decided  on  two  grounds  ;  first,  that  the 


(a)  7  M.  L.  a  349,  (b)  12  Hi.  #  W.  324. 

(c)  2  j9.  #  iSL  605;  affirmed  in  error,  Id,  617. 

(d)  1  Can^.  463. 
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plaintiff,  who  was  owner  of  a  mill  on  the  river  fVandle, 
had  no  property  in  or  right  to  any  water  in  the  river 
till  it  had  come  to  his  mill,  and,  secondly,  that  he  could 
not  maintain  an  action  for  any  act  lawfully  done  which 
interfered  with  the  water  percolating  through  the  sub- 
terraneous strata.     [He  cited  the  judgment  of  Lord 
Chelmrford,  p.  872,  et  seq.,  and  Wighiman  J.,  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  p.  865,  et  seq.    In  Acton  v. 
Blundell,  in  error  (a),  it  was  held  that  the  right  to  the 
enjoyment  of  an  undergroimd  spring,  or  of  a  well  sup- 
plied by  such  underground  spring,  was  not  governed  by 
the  same  rule  of  law  as  that  which  ap*plied  to  and  regu- 
lated a  watercourse,  flowing  on  the  surface.     [He  also 
cited  The  New  Rioer  Company,  appts.,  Johnson,  respt.(J).] 
There  is  no  distinction  in  respect  to  the  right  of  the 
owner  between  water  in  a  well  and  water  in  a  pond. 
Assuming,  then,  this  to  be  an  immemorial  natural  pond, 
no  action  will  lie  for  any  act  done  underground  by  which 
the  water  is  drawn  off  from  it.     [^Cochbum  C.  J.     Sup- 
pose that,  in  Chasemore  v.  Richards  (c),  a  well  had  been 
sunk  so  near  the  IVandle  as  to  draw  off  water  from  that 
river.]     The  defendants  would  have  been  protected  by 
the  rule  laid  down  in  that  case.    The  prosecutors  do  not 
complain  of  any  injury  done  to  the  highway.     As  to  the 
WAter  which  was  the  overflow  of  the  pond,  the  case  does 
not  state  that  the  channel,  with  artificial  works  con- 
structed for  it  by  the  prosecutors,  was  the  same  as 
existed   before;    therefore  this  is  not   the  case  of  a 
natural  stream  of  water. 

Secondly.  The  prosecutors  are  not  entitled  to  com- 
pensation under  the  proviso  to  stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c.  112. 


{a)  12  M.  4-  W.  324. 

{h)  29  L.  J.  M.  C.  93;  6  Jur.  N,  S.  374. 

(r)  7  //.  L.  a  349. 
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s.  50.^  the  words  of  which  are  rather  narrower  than  those 
in  the  proviso  to  sect  12  of  The  Waterworks  Clauses 
Act,  1847, 10  &  11  Vict.  c.  17.,  on  which  The  New  River 
Company,  appts.,  Johnson,  respt.  (a),  was  decidecL  Stat. 
II  &  12  Vict  c.  112.  does  not  create  any  new  descrip- 
tion of  right,  injury  or  damage.  The  damage  intended 
by  sect  50  is  legal  damage  resulting  from  violation  of 
or  injury  to  a  l^al  right. 
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Lush,  in  reply. — The  owner  of  adjoining  land  has  no 
right  to  alter  the  strata  so  as  to  deprive  his  neighbour  of 
a  right  which  he  enjoyed  before.     Suppose  the  defend- 
ants had  caused  the  land  of  the  prosecutors  to  sink,  they 
would  have  had  a  right  of  action*     As  soon  as  the  water 
rose  to  the  surface  the  prosecutors  had  a  right  to  it,  ^d 
the  act  of  the  Commissioners  has  deprived  them  of  it 
MeUor  J.    It  is  an  accident  that  the  water  flows  into  the 
pond  of  the  prosecutors,  by  reason  of  the  character  and 
position  of  the  strata.      He  referred  to  Broadbent  v. 
Ramsbotham  (&).]     If  the  prosecutors  have  no  legal  right, 
the  proviso  in  stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c.  112.  s.  50.  would 
be  useless,  unless  it  applied  to  cases  of  the  enjoyment  of 
water.     Cockbum  C.  J.     The  proviso  only  entitles  the 
owners   of  ancient  mills  to  compensation,  though  a 
mill  not  ancient  would  be  as  much  injured  by  an  inter- 
ference with  a  right  connected  therewith  as  an  ancient 
mill :    does  not  that  shew  that  the  Legislature  only 
regarded  legal  rights  ?]    An  ancient  mill  has  prescrip- 
tive rights  which  were  intended  to  be  protected.     But 
for  this  proviso  the  owner  of  an  ancient  mill  would  not 
be  entitled  to  compensation  since  the  decision  in  Chase- 

(a)  2QL.J,3i.a93;Q  Jur.  K  8,  374, 
(A)  11  Exch.  602. 
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fiwre  Y.  Biehards  (a>     {Cocklmm  C.  J.    Thia  statute  was 

passed  before  that  case.]     But  the  L^islatnre  knew 

what  construction  the  Courts  had  put  upon  compensation 

clauses  in  Acts  of  Parliament   The  word  "  rigfaf'  is  used 

to  distinguish  the  cases  intended  from  those  in  which  the 

use  of  the  water  is  only  by  licence.   In  Staintcn  y.  Wool- 

rych,  ^c.  {b\  Sir  John  RamiUy  M.  B.  dismissed  a  bill 

for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Metropolitan  Board  of 

Works  and  the  Lewisham  District  Board  of  Works 

from  diverting  the  water  of  this  pond  and  the  stream 

flowing  from  it  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  case  for 

compensation  under  stats.  11  &  12  Vict.  e.  112. «.  50. 

and  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.  s.  86. ;  and  he  held  that 

the  proviso  in  sect.  50  was  not  limited  to  the  previous 

part  of  the  section.    [Wightman  J.   That  case  was  before 

Chasemore  v.  Richards  (a).] 

Cur.  adv.  tmU. 

Feb,  21st.  The  following  judgments  were  now  deli- 
vered. 

Mellob  J.  The  Court  not  being  agreed  on  all  the 
points  raised  by  this  case,  I  have  to  deliver  the  judgment 
of  my  brother  Wightman  and  myself. 

In  this  case  it  appeared  that  the  prosecutors  were  the 
owners  of  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  the  parish  of  Lewis- 
ham  under  the  will  of  one  Henry  Stainton.  A  part  of 
the  estate  is  called  Springfield,  containing  about  three 
acres,  and  is  situate  upon  a  deep  and  extensive  bed  of 
gravel,  which  itself  is  embedded  in  a  basin  of  day, 
called  the  lAmdon  day,  and  extends  not  only  under 
Springfield,  but  also  under  the  lands  adjoining.  Spring- 
field  was  purchased  by  the  testator,  and  annexed  to  his 

(a)  7  H.  L.  C.  349.  (6)  23  Bear,  225.  233. 
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estate  in  1836.  In  the  lower  part  of  it  was  a  pond  of 
the  depth  of  four  feet,  formed  in  the  gravel  bed»  which 
had  existed  there  from  time  immemorial,  bat  which  had 
been  enlarged  into  a  small  lake,  and  in  which  the  water 
rose  naturally  in  a  considerable  quantity,  from  several 
powerfhl  springs  at  the  bottom  of  it,  and  thence  over- 
flowed the  western  edge  of  the  clay  basin,  and  formed  a 
rivulet  or  watercourse  which  ran  through  the  grounds 
and  supplied  other  ornamental  ponds  therein ;  and  was 
used  for  the  cattle  and  for  supplying  the  gardens  of  the 
house.  Considerable  expense  had  been  incurred  ^y  the 
testator,  in  forming  and  protecting  the  banks  of  the 
rivulet  and  ponds.  In  Aprils  1855,  the  defendants  as 
Commissioners  of  Sewers,  in  order  to  drain  a  populous 
district  thereabout,  commenced  the  construction  of  a 
sewer  in  the  parish  of  Lewiskam  near  to  the  above  pre- 
mises. This  sewer,  which  was  to  form  part  of  a  large 
main  sewer,  was  made  in  a  cutting,  along  and  under  the 
centre  of  the  high  road  from  Blackheaih  to  Lewisham 
through  the  bed  of  gravel  which,  in  part,  lies  beneath 
Springfield^  and  also  through  the  basin  of  day. which 
incloses  the  said  bed  of  graveL  The  cutting  in  question 
no  where  approached  nearer  to  the  estate  of  the  prose- 
cutors than  17  yards,  varying  from  that  distance  to 
153  yards.  The  sewer  was  dug  and  properly  made  for 
attaining  its  object,  and  constructed  with  care  and  skill. 
The  immediate  effect  of  the  construction  of  the  sewer 
was,  to  drain  the  springs  rising  in  the  bed  of  gravel, 
and  to  prevent  them  fix)m  finding  their  way  into  the 
prosecutors^  pond  or  lake,  so  that  the  same  became  dry, 
and  the  rivulet  ceased  to  be  supplied  with  water,  and  in 
its  torn  to  supply  the  other  ponds  on  the  estate.  Com- 
plaints were  forthwith  made  on  the  part  of  the  prosecu- 
tors to  the  defendants,  and  the  question  is  whether,  at 
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common  law  or  by  the  provisions  of  the  11  &  12  Vict, 
c.  112.  ss.  50,  69^  or  either  of  them,  the  prosecutors  are 
entitled  to  compensation  from  the  defendants  in  respect 
of  the  abstraction  of  the  water  in  manner  aforesaid  from 
the  pond  or  lake. 

We  have  fully  considered  the  arguments  which  were 
urged  with  great  force  by  Mr.  Lush  in  support  of  the  claim, 
but  we  cannot  yield  to  them.  We  think  that  the  case  is,  in 
principle,  not  to  be  distinguished  from  that  of  Ckasemore 
V.  Richards  (a),  which  appears  to  us  conclusively  to  govern 
it.  In  that  case  Wightman  J.,  in  delivering  the  unani- 
mous opinion  of  the  Judges,  says,,p.  370-1,  **  The  question 
then  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  has  such  a  right  as  he  claims 
jure  natures  to  prevent  the  defendant  sinking  a  well  in  his 
own  ground  at  a  distance  from  the  mill,  and  so  absorbing 
the  wat^  percolating  in  and  into  his  own  ground  beneath 
the  surface,  if  such  absorption  has  the  effect  of  diminish- 
ing the  quantity  of  water  which  would  otherwise  find 
its  way  into  the  river  fVandk,  and  by  such  diminution 
affects  the  working  of  the  plaintiff's  miU.  It  is  impos- 
sible to  reconcile  such  a  right  with  the  natural  and  ordi- 
nary rights  of  landowners,  or  to  fix  any  reasonable  limits 
to  the  exercise  of  such  a  right.  Such  a  right  as  that 
contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  would  interfere  with,  if  not 
prevent,  the  draining  of  land  by  the  owner."  We  entirely 
concur  in  this  view  of  the  law,  and  consider  it  to  be 
strictly  applicable  to  the  circumstances  of  the  present 
case.  .  The  effect  of  a  decision  in  favour  of  the  prosecu- 
tors on  this  ground,  would  be  to  cast  a  burthen  on  the 
land  of  all  adjoining  owners  of  the  most  serious  descrip- 
tion. The  distinction  between  abstracting  water  when 
collected  in  rivers  or  flowing  streams,  and  the  intercep- 
tion of  underground  springs  by  an  owner  digging  in  his 
(rt)  7  H.  L.  C.  349. 
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own  land,  is  clearl;  pointed  at  by  Tindal  C.  J.  in  the        1863. 
case  of  Acton  v.  BlundelU  in  error  (a),  and  it  is  nnneces-  "xbc  Queem 
sary  to  do  more  than  refer  to  that  anthority. 

It  was  however,  contended  by  Mr.  Lush  that,  by  virtue 
of  section  50  or  section  69  of  the  above  mentioned  statute, 
the  prosecutors  were  entitled  to  compensation  either  as 
for  a  "  damage  by  reason  of  the  exercise  of  any  of  the 
powers  pf  the  Act"  within  the  terms  of  the  latter  section, 
or  under  the  proviso  to  the  50th  section,  which  pro- 
vides that  ''where  any  work  of  the  Commissioners 
done  or  required  to  be  done  in  pursuance  of  the  pro- 
yisions  of  this  Act  shall  interfere  with  or  prejudicially 
affect  any  ancient  mill,  or  any  right  connected  therewith, 
or  other  right  to  the  use  of  water,  full  compensation 
shall  be  made  to  all  persons  sustaining  damage  thereby.^' 
A  number  of  decisions  (see  Glover  v.  The  North  Staf- 
fordshire Railway  Company,  16  Q.  B.  912 ;  Re  Penny 
and  The  South  Eastern  Railway  Company,  7  E,  ^  B, 
660)  upon  similar  provisions  in  statutes  of  this  descrip- 
tion have  established  that  the  damage  for  which  com- 
pensation is  required  to  be  made  is  damage  which  could 
have  been  the  ground  of  an  action  at  law  if  the  act 
occasioning  it  had  been  done  without  the  authority 
of  an  Act  of  Parliament  Tlie  New  River  Company, 
appta.,  Joh7ison,reBji.  (ft),  is  not  only  in  point  as  to  this, 
but  is  also  a  decision  of  this  Court  upon  the  first  ground 
to  which  we  have  adverted.  With  reference  to  the  pro- 
viso in  the  50th  section  it  will  appear,  upon  examination, 
not  to  extend  the  claim  to  compensation  beyond  the 
words  of  the  69th  section,  and  applies  in  terms  to  ancient 
mills,  %r  any  rights  connected  therewith,  or  other  rights 
to  the  use  of  water.     If  it  had  been  intended  to  give 


(a)  12  M.  ^  W,  324. 347. 

(b)  29  L,  J.  Af.  C.  93 ;  6  Jur.  K  S.  374. 
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compensation  for  damage  in  the  popular  sense^  why  hmit 
it  to  ancient  xxnUls,  or  riffhts  connected  therewith^  or 
riffhts  to  the  use  <^  water  f  In  a  popular  sense  the 
damage  by  abstraction  of  water  is  as  great  to  a  mill 
which  has  existed  nineteen  years  as  to  one  which  has 
existed  twenty  years^  and  a  right  to  the  nse  of  water 
does  not  in  terms  appear  to  apply  to  water  percolating 
through  the  soil^  but  to  the  diversion  of  water  wheo 
actually  collected  in  a  course  or  stream.  The  decisions 
upon  provisions  of  this  description  do  all,  so  far  as  we 
are  aware,  support  the  principle  that  compensation  is 
only  to  be  given  in  respect  of  what  would,  indepen- 
dently of  the  statutes,  have  formed  actionable  injuries, 
and  it  appears  to  us  that  these  provisions  as  to  compensa^ 
tion  were  not  intended  to  enlarge  the  rights  of  owners  of 
property.  What  may  have  been  the  main  object  of  the 
proviso  it  is  difficult  to  say,  as  it  seems  in  its  terms  rather 
to  restrict  the  words  of  the  69th  section  than  to  enlarge 
them. 

But  then  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Lush  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
act  done  by  the  Commissioners  in  the  highway  would 
have  been  a  public  nuisance  but  for  the  statute,  his 
clients  are  entitled  to  compensation  for  a  damage  result- 
ing from  an  act  only  made  lawful  by  the  statute.  We 
cannot  see  how  this  varies  the  question.  An  action  could 
only  have  been  maintained  by  the  prosecutors  by  rea- 
son of  the  interference  with  the  highway  for  some  special 
injury  resulting  to  them  from  the  right  to  use  the  high- 
way as  a  highway,  unless  the  excavation  made  by  the 
defendants  had  incidentally  affected  some  right  to  support 
or  some  other  right  of  property;  otherwise  the  reinlting 
damage  would  still  have  been  damnum  absque  injuri&. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  our  judgment 
must  be  for  the  defendants. 
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CocKBUBir  G.  J.  We  reserved  our  judgment  in  this 
ca^  with  the  view  to  consider  two  points :  firsts  whether, 
upon  the  facts,  the  case  came  within  the  rule  of  law 
established  by  the  decision  in  CTuuemore  v.  Richards  (a); 
secondly,  whether,  if  the  facts  brought  the  case  within 
that  role,  the  prosecutors  might,  nevertheless,  under  the 
peculiar  enactments  of  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  112.,  be 
entitled  to  compensation  for  the  damage  they  had  un- 
doubtedly sustained  by  reason  of  the  work  executed  by 
direction  of  the  defendants. 

Upon  the  first  point,  after  a  careful  consideration  of 
the  &cts  stated,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
case  &ll8  within  the  rule  in  Chasemare  v.  Richards.  1 
think  it  sufficiently  appears  that  the  effect  of  the  drain 
made  by  the  defendants  ia  to  tap  the  water,  which  would 
otherwise  rise  in  the  prosecutors'  pond,  while  flowing  in 
the  subterranean  channels  of  the  ground  and  before  it 
rises  to  the  surface  in  the  tangible  form  of  a  stream  or 
appreciable  body  of  water.  The  case,  therefore  comes 
within  the  rule  established  in  Chasemare  v.  Richards, 
and,  consequently,  had  the  act  complained  of  been  that 
of  ah  adjoining  proprietor,  no  action  could  have  been 
maintained  for  the  damage  sustained  by  the  prosecutors. 
Now,  according  to  the  law,  as  settled  by  recent  decisions, 
where  compensation  is  given  by  an  Act  of  Parliament 
for  damage  arising  from  the  execution  of  works  done 
ander  statutory  powers,  such  compensation  can  be 
claimed  only  where  the  damage  would  have  been  ground 
of  action  if  arising  from  the  act  of  a  private  individual ; 
the  purpose  of  such  enactments  being  to  prevent  the 
statutory  power  from  operating  to  the  injury  and  loss  of 
an  individual  where  property  is  damaged  by  such  power 
(a)  7  H.  L.  a  349. 
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1863.       being  set  up  in  answer  to  an  action. .  If^  therefore,  the 
The  QuBBM    claim  to  compensation  in  the  present  case  arose  under 
the  general  compensation  clause^  in  the  69th  section  of 
the  Act  now  under  our  consideration,  the  claim  would 
undoubtedly  fail. 

But  a  question  has  been  raised  whether,  under  the 
peculiar  provisions  of  this  statute,  a  claim  for  compensation 
in  respect  of  a  right  to  water  does  not  stand  on  a  different 
footing.  In  addition  to  the  general  provision  contained 
in  the  69th  section  of  the  Act,  for  full  compensation 
to  persons  sustaining  damage  by  reason  of  the  exercise 
of  any  of  the  powers  given  by  the  Act,  the  50th  section, 
after  conferring  on  the  Commissioners  powers  with  refer- 
ence to  drains  and  sewers,  provides  that  ''where  any 
work  by  the  Commissioners  done  or  required  to  be 
done  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall 
interfere  with  or  prejudicially  affect  any  ancient  mill,  or 
any  right  connected  therewith,  or  other  right  to  the  use 
of  water,  fidl  compensation  shall  be  made.''  It  has  been 
contended  that  this  special  provision  with  reference  to 
rights  to  water  shews  that  the  intention  of  the  Legis- 
lature wajB  to  give  compensation  in  all  cases  in  which 
damage  might  arise  with  reference  to  rights  to  water 
from  works  done  under  the  Act,  whether  such  damage, 
if  occasioned  by  works  done  by  an  adjoining  proprietor, 
would  have  been  actionable  or  not.  I  am  disposed  to 
think  that  this  is  the  right  construction  of  the  Act 
The  fact  that  the  section  of  the  Act  which  gives  powers 
as  to  making  drains  and  sewers  contains  a  special  pro- 
viso as  to  compensation  in  terms  differing  irom  the 
language  of  the  general  compensation  clause  appears  to 
me  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Legislature  in- 
tended to  make  a  special  provision  in  the  case  of  inter- 
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ferenoe  with  water  riglita.  It  has^  indeed,  been  suggested 
that  the  proviso  appended*  to  the  50th  section  may  have 
been  added  when  the  bill  was  in  committee  by  some 
member  of  the  Legislature  who  was  not  aware  of  the 
general  provision  of  the  69th  section ;  but  I  do  not 
think  we  are  at  liberty  to  speculate  on  such. a  possi« 
bility.  Finding  two  distinct  enactments,  we  are  bound 
to  assume  that  each  was  intentionally  inserted  in  the 
Act;  and,  finding  the  language  of  the  sections  altogether 
different,  we  must,  I  think,  infer  that  the  Legislature 
meant  to  make  a  different  provision  in  the  two  cases,  and 
we  must  endeavour  to  ascertain  what  that  meaning  was. 
The  effect  of  a  general  provision  for  compensation, 
as  contained  in  the  69th  section,  has  been  settled  by 
judicial  decisions;  but  it  remains  for  us  to  ascertain  the 
meaning  and  effect  of  the  very  different  language  of 
the  proviso  in  the  50th  section. 

Now,  the  proviso  in  question  enacts  that  full  compen- 
sation shall  be  made  wherever  any  right  to  the  use  of 
water  shall  be  interfered  with  or  prejudicdUy  affected. 
I  cannot  but  think  that  these  words  are  intended  to 
have,  and  should  be  held  to  have,  a  wider  scope  and 
more  extensive  meaning  than«  according  to  judicial  ex* 
position,  is  to  be  given  to  the  terms  of  the  69th  section. 
No  doubt  it  may  be  said  that,  in  point  of  law,  the  right 
to  the  use  of  this  water  commences  only  when  the  water 
has  risen  to  the  surface  and  presents  itself  in  a  collective 
and  tangible  form ;  and  that  as,  by  what  has  now  been 
done,  the  water  is  prevented  from  ever  assuming  that 
condition,  no  legal  right  to  the  use  of  the  water  is 
interfered  with  and  prejudicially  affected.  But  the  effect 
of  this  reasoning  would  be,  as  it  seems  to  me,  to  limit 
the  operation  of  the  proviso  of  the  50th  section  to  the 
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narrower  meaning  of  the  69th^  whicli^  for  the  reasons  I 
have  ahready  given,  cannot,  I  'think,  have  been  the  in- 
tention of  the  LegiflUtiure.  Looking  to  the  general  and 
comprehensive  hmguage  of  the  50th  section,  I  cannot 
think  that  the  term  ''  righf  was  there  used  in  the  tech- 
nical and  limited  sense  referred  to.  When  this  water 
had  once  risen,  the  prosecutors  had  an  undoubted  right 
in  it.  That  right  has  been^  I  think,  interfered  with  and 
prgudicially  affected  within  the  meaning  of  the  50th 
section. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  a  peremptory  writ  of 
mandamus  ought  to  go  to  assess  the  compensation  pay- 
able to  the  prosecutors  in  respect  of  the  loss  they  have 
sustained. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


Saturday^ 
February  2l8t. 

Several  fishery. 
Soil  of  lakes. 
Presumption, 
Prerogative, 


Marshall  against  The  Ulleswater  Steam 
Navigation  Company  (Limited.) 

1.  The  allegation  of  a  sereral  fiBhery,  primA  facie,  imports  ownership 
of  the  soil :  per  Wightman  and  MeUor  J  J. ;  Cockbum  C.  J,  dissenting, 
but  holding  this  Court  bound  bj  the  authorities  to  that  effect 

2.  Qu<ere,  whether  the  soil  of  lakes,  like  that  of  finesh  water  riven, 
primA  facie  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  land  or  of  the  manors  on  either 
side,  ad  medium  filum  aquA,  or  whether  it  belongs  to  the  king  in  right 
of  his  prerogative  ? 

^PHE  first  count  of  the  declaration  allied  that  the 
defendants  on  divers  days  and  times  broke  and 
entered  certain  land  of  the  plaintiff  covered  with  water, 
being  a  part  of  Ulleswater  Lake,  abutting  partly  on  certain 
land  of  one  Henry  WiUiam  Askew,  and  partly  on  certain 
other  land  of  the  plaintiff^  and  partly  on  certain  land  of 
one  Henry  Howard,  and  with  steamboats  of  the  defend- 
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antsi  came  into  and  npon^  and  sailed  upon  and  over  the        i863. 
said  land  conrered  with  water^  to  and  fix)in  a  certain  pier     Marshall 
or  jetty  of  and  belonging  to  the  plaintiff^  and  wrongfully   xIlleswatbb 
caused  divers  persons  to  go  upon  the  said  pier  or  jetty,        s^*™ 
and  there  to  embark  or  disembark  from  the  said  steam-      Company. 
boats,  and  wrongfully  caused  the  said  persons  to  sail  in 
the  said  steamboats  upon  and  over  the  said  land  covered 
with  water,  and  by  means  of  the  said  steamboats  so 
navigating  there,  and  the  disturbance  of  the  waters  there 
occasioned  by  the  same,  distiu*bed,  destroyed,  and  drove 
away  the  fish  of  the  plaintiff  there  then  being. 

The  second  count  alleged  that,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  grievances  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  was 
possessed  of  certain  several  fisheries  in  certain  parts  of 
a  certain  lake  or  land  covered  with  water  called  UUes^ 
water  Lake,  and  the  defendants  wrongfully  caused  certain 
steamboats  to  be  navigated,  used  and  propelled  in  and 
upon,  and  over  the  said  lake,  and  the  said  parts  thereof, 
and  by  means  thereof  stirred  up  and  disturbed  the  waters 
of  the  said  lake  and  the  said  fisheries  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  defendants,  in  and  about  and  whilst  navigating  / 

the  said  steamboats,  there  cast  and  threw  into  and  upon 
the  said  lake  and  fisheries,  divers  large  quantities  of  ashes, 
cinders,  dust  and  other  noxious  refuse  and  materials.  And 
the  plaintiff  says  that,  by  means  of  the  premises,  the 
fish  of  and  in  the  said  fisheries  were  disturbed  driven 
away  and  destroyed,  and  thereby  the  plaintiff  could  not 
have  and  enjoy  the  said  fisheries  in  as  ample  and  bene- 
ficial a  manner  as  he  ought  to  have  done,  and  otherwise 
might  and  would  have  done,  and  lost  and  was  deprived  of 
the  benefit  and  profit  of  his  said  fisheries. 

The  declaration  concluded  by  claiming  100/. 

Pleas.  First.  To  the  whole  declaration,  not  guilty. 
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1863.  Second.  To  the  first  fcount,  that  the  land  on  which  the 

---; trespasses  were  alleged  to  have  been  committed  was  not 

V.  the  land  of  the  plaintiff. 

Steam  Third.  To  the  same,  that  before,  and  at  the  times  of  the 

Com^y.  committing  the  acts  complained  of,  there  was,  and  of 
right  ought  to  have  been,  a  certain  common  and  public 
highway,  into,  through,  over  and  along  the  land  in  which 
&c.,  for  all  the  liege  subjects  of  the  Queen  to  sail,  naid- 
gate,  pass  and  repass,  with  boats,  vessels,  and  steamboats, 
at  all  times  of  the  year  at  their  firee  will  and  pleasure, 
and  that  the  acts  complained  of  were  an  use  by  the  defen- 
dants  of  the  said  highway. 

Fourth.  To  the  second  count,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
possessed  of  the  several  fisheries,  nor  of  any  of  them. 

Fifth.  To  the  same,  except  to  so  much  as  charged  the 
defendants  with  casting  and  throwing  into  and  upon  the 
lake  and  fisheries  the  ashes,  cinders,  dust  and  other 
noxious  refuse  and  materials,  that,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  committing  the  acts  complained  of,  there  was,  and  of 
right  ought  to  have  been,  a  certain  common  and  public 
highway  into,  through,  over,  and  along  the  said  lake,  and 
the  parts  in  which  were  the  alleged  fisheries  of  the  plain- 
tiff, for  all  the  liege  subjects  of  the  Queen  to  sail,  navi- 
gate, pass  and  repass,  with  boats,  vessels,  and  steamboats, 
at  all  times  of  the  year,  at  their  free  will  and  pleasure, 
and  that  the  acts  complained  of  were  an  use  by  the  de- 
fendants of  the  said  highway. 

Sixth.  To  the  same,  that  the  parts  of  the  lake  in 
which  were  the  alleged  fisheries  of  the  plaintiff  were,  at 
the  times  of  the  committing  of  the  acts  complained  of, 
the  soil  and  freehold  of  divers  persons,  and  that  the  defen- 
dants caused  the  said  steamboats  to  be  navigated,  used 
and  propelled  in  and  upon  and  over  the  said  lake,  and 
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the  Baid  parts  thereof^^by  the  leave  and  in  the  exerdse  of       1863. 
the  rightd  of  such  last  mentioned  persons  as  such  owners     Hakshall 
of  the  soil  and  freehold  of  the  said  parts  of  the  said  lake    xJixeswateb 
as  aforesaid^  and  that  the  acts  complained  of  were  neces-     Nariga^on 
sarily  done  by  the  defendants  in  so  causing  the  said      Company. 
steamboats  to  be  navigated^  used^  and  propelled  as  afore- 
said^ and  not  otherwise  j  and  the  defendants  did  no  more 
than  they  were  authorized  to  do  in  the  exercise  of  the 
said  rights,  and  the  said  acts  complained  of  were  com- 
mitted by  the  defendants  on  no  other  occasions  and  for 
no  other  purposes  than  as  aforesaid. 

Seventh.  To  the  whole  declaration,  that  the  defendants 
committed  the  acts  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff's  leave. 

Eighth.  To  the  first  count,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the 
acts  complained  of  in  respect  of  and  as*  to  and  concerning 
the  said  pier  or  jetty  that  the  said  pier  or  jetty  was  not 
the  plaintiff's. 

Beplications,  First.  The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  all 
the  pleas. 

Second.  As  to  the  third,  fifth,  and  sixth  pleas,  that 
the  plaintiff  sued  not  only  for  the  trespasses  and  griev- 
ances in  those  pleas  admitted,  but  also  for  trespasses 
and  grievances  committed  by  the  defendants  in  excess 
of  the  alleged  rights,  and  also  in  other  parts  of  the  said 
land  and  lake  and  on  other  occasions  and  for  other 
purposes  than  those  referred  to  in  those  pleas. 

There  was  also  a  demurrer  to  the  sixth  plea. 

The  defendants  joined  issue  on  all  the  pleas,  and  pleaded 
to  the  new  assignment  not  guilty,  and  joined  in  demurrer 
to  the  sixth  plea. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  plea  to  the  new  assign- 
ment. 

The  issues  in  fact  were  tried,  before  Martin  B.,  at  the 
Summer  Assizes  for  fi^estmor eland,  1861,  when  it  ap- 
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1863.       peared  that  the  plaintiff  gued  as  lord  of  the  manor  of 
Marshall     Gknriddinff,  bordering  on  the  Ulleswater  Lake,  and  that 
UlleJwatbr  *^®  defendants  were  a  Company  incorporated  under  The 
Na^^on     '°^^*  ^^^^  Companies  Act,  1856,  19  &  20  Fict  c.  47., 
Company,     for  the  purpose  of  running  steam  boats  on  that  lake,  and 
that  for  the  embarkation  and  landing  of  passengers  they 
had  erected  a  pier,  part  of  which  was  on  its  soil  or  bed. 
The  plaintiff  claimed  the  ownership  of  the  soil  and  free- 
hold of  that  portion  of  the  lake  where  the  pier  or  jetty 
was  erected  and  over  which  the  steam  boats  passed,  by 
virtue  of  a  right  of  several  fishery  therein. 

The  evidence  and  admissions  in  the  cause  shewed  that 
the  barony  of  Barton  included  that  portion  of  the  lake  of 
Ulleswater  which  is  within  the  county  of  Westmoreland, 
extending  as  it  appeared  to  about  the  middle  of  the  lake ; 
and  it  would  seem  that  before  the  reign  of  'Kmg  Edward 
the  First,  and  before  the  statute  ''Quia  Emptores'' 
and  the  declaratory  extensions  thereof  by  the  sta- 
tutes of  Edtcard  the  Second  and  Edward  the  Third, 
the  manor  of  Patterdale  with  other  manors,  were  by 
subinfeudation  carved  out  of  the  barony  of  Barton,  and 
apparently  the  manor  of  Patterdale  had  assigned  to  it 
that  portion  of  the  lake  called  Ulleswater  Head,  which 
comprises  within  its  boundaries  the  locus  in  quo ;  and 
that  by  another  subinfeudation  the  manor  of  Glemridding 
was  carved  out  of  the  manor  of  Patterdale. 

By  an  indenture,  bearing  date  the  12th  January,  10th 
Charles  th^  First  (1635),  made  between  RkhardThrelheld 
and  others  (the  then  lords  of  the  manor),  of  the  one  part, 
and  Lancelot  Dawes  and  others,  the  then  tenants  of  the 
manor  and  lordship  of  Olenriddsng,  in  Patterdale,  in  the 
county  of  fVestmoreland,  of  the  other  part,  the  customs 
of  the  manor  are  declared  and  confirmed. 

By  deed  of  the  12th  August,  1640  (16  Car.  1),  R. 
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Threlkeld  and  others  conveyed  to  Mrs.  Joanna  Mounsey^        1863. 
widow,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  the  manor  of  Ghnridding     Marshall 
with  the  appurtenances.  Ulleswatbr 

By  deed  of  19th  October,  1741,  Edward  Hodgson,  of  Na^^tion 
Blawickf  in  Patterdale,  in  consideration  of  2Z.  2*.,  gave.  Company. 
granted,  aliened,  bargained,  sold,  enfeoffed  and  con- 
firmed unto  George  Mounsey,  of  Patterdale  Hall,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  ''all  that  part  of  his  the 
said  Edward  Hodgson*^  fishery  in  HuUswater  Head, 
situate  and  being  on  the  west  side  of  the  mouth  of  the 
river  GoUrill,  called  The  Eah,  (that  is  to  say),  from  the 
eastern  bank  or  shore  of  the  said  river  westward,  through 
Parhside  Field,  as  far  as  the  said  fishery  extendeth; 
together  with  all  the  right,  title,  inter^t,  claim  and 
demand  whatsoever  which  the  said  Edward  Hodgson  now 
hath  of  in  and  unto  the  same  or  any  part  thereof;  To 
have  and  to  hold  the  said  fishery,  or  part  of  a  fishery, 
limited  and  bounded  as  above  mentioned,  unto  the  said 
George  Mounseg,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever.  Yielding 
and  Paying  therefor  yearly  and  every  year,  xmto  Edward 
Hassell,  Esq.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  on  the  usual  rent 
days,  a  yearly  free  rent  of  fower  pence.^' 

The  above  deed  was  indorsed  as  follows: — ''Be  it 
remembered,  that  on  the  2nd  day  of  February,  1741, 
possession  and  seizin  of  all  the  within  granted  premises 
was  given  to  George  Mounseg  by  Jonathan  Jackson,  ac- 
cording to  order  and  directions  of  Edward  Hodgson,  in 
the  presence  of  &c. 

By  deed  of  28th  August,  1807,  certain  premises  des- 
cribed  as  being  in  Glenridding  in  Patterdale  had  been 
conveyed  by  John  Mounseg,  o(  Patterdale  Hall,  a  descend- 
ant of  George  Mounseg,  to  the  Rev.  Henry  Askew,  his 
.heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  Yielding  and  Paying  therefor 

VOL.  nr  3  c  B.  &  s. 
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1863.  yearly  and  every  year,  unto  the  said  Jckn  Maunsetf,  hii 
"Marshall"  ^®"*  ^^  assigns,  the  yearly  free  or  quit  rent  of  2$, 
ULLEswATKa  '^^  ^^^  furthcr  contained  a  covenant  by  John  Mmoh 

Steam        gev,  that  it  shonld  be  lawful  for  Hemy  Askew,  his 

Navigation 

CompaDj.  heirs  and  assigns,  ''to  take  and  kill  fi^  by  angliog 
in  any  part  of  the  fishery  of  him  the  said  Jo/bi  Jlfoica- 
sey,  in  the  lake  of  Ukswater;  and  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  and  killing  of  fish  as  aforesaid  to  enter  with  boats 
upon  such  part  or  parts  of  the  said  lake  whereto  the  fish* 
ery  of  him,  the  said  John  Mounsey,  extends,  or  otherwise 
to  take  fish  from  the  shore  by  angling;  And  also  to  take 
and  kill  fish  with  draught  nets  in  and  upon  that  part  of 
the  said  John  Mounsetf%  fishery  in  Uleswater  aforesaid, 
which  lies  direetly  opposite  to  that  part  of  the  tenements 
hereby  conveyed  which  adjoins  the  lake  ot  Vktwaier, 
without,  however  giving  to  the  said  Henry  Askew,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  any  other  or  further  right  than  to  go 
directly  out  from  the  tenement  so  conveyed  to  him,  and 
drawing  thereto,  and  landing  thereon :  Provided  that  these 
pi*esents,  nor  anything  herein,  shall  give  to  the  said  Henry 
Askew,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  any  right  or  power  to  use 
driving  nets,  or  any  other  right  or  power  than  to  take 
and  kill  fish  by  angling  or  with  draught  nets  such  as  are 
now  in  use  only,  as  aforesaid,  nor  to  set  up  or  to  use 
any  carriage,  boat,  nor  in  manner  to  evict,  claim  title 
to,  or  injure,  the  said  John  Mounsey  in  the  freehold  and 
enjoyment  of  the  said  fishery  otherwise  than  as  above 
mentioned." 

The  court  rolls  of  the  manor  of  Putterdale,  member  of 
the  barony  of  Barton,  were  produced,  and  it  appeared  by 
entries  therein,  that  on  the  28th  July,  1783,  in  a  sur- 
vey or  rental  of  that  manor,  John  Mounsey,  Esq.,  was  a 
freeholder  of  the  manor.  He  was  described,  under  the 
head  of  ''  Tenements  out  of  which  the  rent  issues,"  as 
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chargeable  with  (amongst  other  rents)  the  rent  of  4r/.  for       1868. 
part  of  High  Blawick  Fishery ;  and  under  date  of  the  19th     Maeshall" 
July,  1809,  John  Hodgson  and  Anthony  Harrison  weace   ui^BswAraa 
each  charged  with  a  rent  of  Is.  6d.  in  respect  of  «  Lower     j^^^^^^ 
Bbwiek  Kaher/'  and  "  High  Blawick  Fishery,"  Company. 

By  deed  of  2d  December,  1823,  John  Mounsey  (a  descen- 
dant of  the  George  Mounsey  of  the  deed  of  1741),  of 
Patterdale  Hall,  for  the  consideration  of  10,238i;,  *'  gran- 
ted, bargained,  sold,  aliened,  released,  and  confirmed  to 
WUHam  Marshall,  of  Hallsteads  (the  plaintiff,  party  of 
the  fourth  part  to  that  deed),  the  manor  of  Glenridding, 
with  the  rights,  members,  and  appurtenances  thereto 
belonging''  &c. ;  and  "  all  that  fishing,  or  right  of 
fishing,  in  the  lake  of  Vlkswater  aforesaid,  situate 
and  being  on  the  west  side  of  the  mouth  of  the  river 
Goldrill,  called  The  JEah,  (that  is  to  say),  firom  the  east- 
em  bank  or  shore  of  the  said  river  westward  through 
Parkside  Field  to  Stybarrow,  which  said  fishery  is  subject 
to  the  payment  of  a  free  or  quit  rent  of  4c/.  to  the  said 
Edward  Hasseli;'  &c. 

The  site  of  the  pier  erected  by  the  defendants  was 
partly  comprised  within  the  limits  of  the  fishery  con- 
veyed by  this  deed. 

On  the  18th  July,  1859,  Henry  W.  Askew,  who 
was  then  owner  of  the  property  conveyed  to  the  Rev. 
Henry  Askew  by  the  deed  of  28th  August,  1807,  leased 
to  the  defendants  a  portion  of  the  property  adjoining 
the  lake,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  erect 
a  pier  thereon  for  landing  anpl  receiving  passengers  and 
goods  from  and  on  board  of  -steam  boats  plying  on  the 
lake.     Part  of  the  pier  was  built  on  it. 

It  farther  appeared  tlfat,  as  far  back  as  human  memory 
went,  all  persons  having  property  on  the  lake,  or  having 
3  c  2 
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1863.       lawful  access  to  it,  were  accustomed  to  use  the  pnTi- 
Uabsball    l®g®  ®^  g®*^  *^^  ^^6  conveyed  on  the  lake  in  boats, 
„     ^-  with  or  without  goods,  and  landing  where  they  might 

Steam  The  juTj  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  witn  i«. 

c^^  damages,  the  learned  Judge  reserving  leave  to  mo^e  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  on  the  ground  that, 
on  the  evidence  and  facts  taken  to  have  been  found  by 
the  jury,  the  several  issues  in  the  cause  ought  to  haTC 
been  found  in  favour  of  the  defendants. 

Pichering,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1861  {Nacember  6th), 
obtained  a  rule  accordingly. 

This  rule  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1862,  be- 
fore CocKBURN  C.  J.,  WiGHTMAN  and  Mellor  JJ.  ;  on 
the  13th,  21st  and  24th  November, 

Mamsty,  Mellish  and  T.  Janes  (Northern  Circuit) 
shewed  cause. 

Pichaing,  T.  D.  Salmon,  and  ^empfay  supported  the 
rule. 

The  questions  and  arguments  fully  appear  in  the  judg- 
ments.   The  following  were  the  authorities  referred  to : 
^Co.  Litt  by  Hargrove  and  Butler,  4  ft;  47  a,  note 
(284),;  122  «,  note  (181);  160  a;   Fitz.  Abr.  Assise, 
pi.  422 ;  Com.  Dig.  Copyhold  (Q.  2),  Navigation  (A), 
and  Piscary  (A.)  ;  Fin.  Abr.  Warren.{Y.)  3;  Bae.  Abr. 
Rent  (B).,    7th  ed.;    Shepp.   Touchst,   127,  137,  8th 
ed.;  2  BlacksL  Com.  39-40;  Coote  on  Landlord  and 
Tenant,  131 ;  BeWs  Principles  of  the  Law  of  Scotland, 
p.  171,  §  648,    3d   ed. ;   3   Kent.   Com.   427*-432* 
note  (a)  p.  427*,  and  note  (a)  p.  429*,  8th  ed.;  Pheor 
on  the  Rights  of  Water,  12-13, 63  ;  BowlsUm  v.  Hardy  {a) ; 
Le  Case  del  Royall  Piscarie  de  le  Banne{b);  Choppinus 

(«)  Cro.  Elur.  547.  (*)  ^♦'-  ^ 
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de  Domanio  FrancicB,  lib.  1,  titul.  6,  there  referred  to, 
p.  58 ;  Smith  v.  Kemp  {a) ;  Rex  ?.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Old  Alresford  {b)  ;  Rex  v.  Ellis  (c) ;  Scratton  v. 
BroioH  {d)\  The  Duke  of  Somerset  v.  Fogvcell  («) ; 
Doe  d.  Pring  y.Pearsey  (/) ;  Morris  v.  Dimes  {g) ;  WiU 
Hams  V.  Wilcox  (A) ;  Holfard  y.  Bailey  (i)  ;  Simpson  v. 
Dendy  (A) ;  Berridge  v.  Warrf  (/) ;  ZLorrf  f.  TAe  Commis- 
sionersfor  Sydney  (m);  Lamb  v.  Newbiggin  (n) ;  Lady 
Hamiltan  v.  Tlie  Marquis  of  Donegal^  in  error  (o);  7%* 
£^r</  Advocate  t.  Hamiltan  (p);  Sir  Robt.  Menzies  y. 
Macdonald  (^General)  {q) ;  TAe  Z^uAe  o/*  Devonshire  v. 
Hodnett  (r);   Zorct   Templemore  ▼•   AUen{s)i   Little  ▼. 

Cur.  adb.  t7u//. 


1863. 
Marshall 

V. 

Ullkbwatbb 

Steam 
Kavigation 
Companj. 


Judgment  was  now  delivered  as  follows. 

WioHTMAN  J.     I  proceed  to  deliver  the  judgment  of 

my  brother  Melloe  and  myself. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  was  of  a  very  indecisive 

character,  and  we  have  felt  some  doubt  as  to  the  decision 

I 

at  which  we  ought  to  arrive.  Upon  the  argument  on 
the  rule,  several  questions  were  discussed  which  it  is  not 
necessary  for  us  to  determine,  as  we  must  dispose  of  this 


(ff)  2  8alk,  637;  &  C.  CartK  285.  (*)  1  T  B.  368. 

(r)  I  M.  4-8,  052.  (rf)  4  A  #  C.  485. 

(«)  bB.^a  876.  (/)  7  ^.  #  C.  304. 

(y)  IJ.  #  J?:.  654.  (*)  SJ^^E,  314. 

(f)  8  Q.  B,  1000;  reversed  on  error,  13  Id.  426. 

(Jk)  8  C.  B.  N,  8,  433.  (/)  10  C,  B,  N.  S.  400. 

(m)  12  Moo,  P.  C  a  473.  (n)  1  C.  #  JT.  549. 

(  o)  3  Bidg,  Cos,  in  Pari.  267.  (p )  1  -WiK?j.  H.  L.  C,  46. 

(g)  2  Jfcfflc^.  Jy.  X.  C.  463.  (r)  1  iTwrf.  #  Br.  322. 

(«)  8  /riiA  Law  Bep.  199.  (0  8/rMA  Com.Law Bq>.279. 
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1863.       case  upon  the  evidence  and  admissions  which  were  gi?en 
VAmttnAit"  at  the  trial.    Whether  the  soil  of  lakes^  like  that  of 
ULLEswAnoi  firesh  water  rivers,  primi  fade  belongs  to  the  owners  of 
Ka^SSon    *^®  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^®  manors  on  either  side  ad  medium 
CianpMiy.     filum  aquse^  or  whether  it  belongs  primi  facie  to  the 
King^  in  right  o(  his  prerogative^  {Com.  Dig.y  Pr^ 
rogative  (D.  50)  ;  Uak  de  Jure  Maris,  c  1)^  it  is  not  in 
this  case  necessary  to  determine ;  for  it  is  dear  upon 
the    authorities    that  the  soil  of  land   covered  with 
water  may,  together  with  the  water  and  the  right  of 
fishery  therein^  be  spedally  appropriated  to  a  third  per- 
son, whether  he  have  land  or  not  on  the  borders  thereof 
or  adjacent  thereta     It  may  be  inferred  from  the  evi- 
dence and  admissions  in  this  case^  that  the  barony  of 
Barton  included  that  portion  of  the  lake  of  Ulkswater 
which  is  within  the  county  of  Westmarehndy  extending 
as  it  appears  to  about  the  middle  of  the  lake;  and  it 
wonld  seem  that  before  the  reign  of  King  Edward  the 
Firsts  and  before  the  statute  ''Quia  Emptores''  (2  Bl. 
Com.  91)^  and  the  declaratcHy  extensions  thereof  by  the 
statutes  of  Edward  the  Second  and  Edward  the  Third, 
the  manor  of  Patterdah  with  other  manors,  were  by 
subinfeudation  carved  out  of  the  barony  of  Barton,  and 
apparently  the  manor  of  Patterdale  had  assigned  to  it 
that  portion  of  the  lake  called  Ulkswater  Heady  which 
comprises  within  its  boundaries  the  locus  in  quo  \  and 
that  by  another  subinfeudation  the  manor  of  Glenrid^ 
ding  was  carved  out  of  the  manor  of  Patterdale.     It 
appears  to  us  that  the  manor  of  Glenriddmg  did  not 
indude  any  portion  of  the  lake,  or  any  property  therein; 
for  in  the  conveyance  of  the  12th  August,  1640,  from 
Mr.  Richard  Threlkeld  to  Mrs.  Joanna  Mounsey,  there  is 
no  mention  of  any  interest  in  the  lake  of  Ulleswater; 
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but  by  the  deed  of  feoffment  of  1741,  made  between 
Edward  Hodgson,  of  Blawick,  in  Patterdale,  and  Oeorge 
Uounsey,  of  Patterdak  Hall,  the  foitner,  for  the  confli- 
deration  therein  mentioned^  aliened,  bargained,  sold, 
enfeoffed  and  confirmed  nnto  George  Mounsey,  Mb  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever,  ''all  that  part  of  his,  the  said 
Edward  HodgwtiB  fishery  in  Hullswater  Head,  situate 
and  being  on  the  west  side  of  the  mouth  of  the  river 
GoIdriU,  called  the  Eah,  that  is  to  say,  from  the  eastern 
bank  or  shore  of  the  said  river  westward,  through  Parkside 
Fidd,  as  fSeur  as  the  said  fishery  extendeth,  yielding  and 
paying  therefor,  yearly  and  every  year,  unto  Edward 
HasseU,  Esq.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  on  the  usual  rent 
days  a  yearly  firee  rent  of  fewer  pence/'  Upon  this  deed 
of  feoffment  livery  of  seisin  appears  to  have  been  duly 
made.  It  further  appears  from  the  extracts  from  the 
court  rolls  of  the  manor  of  Patterdak^  member  of  the 
barony  of  Barton,  under  date  the  28th  July,  1788,  that 
in  a  survey  and  rental  of  the  said  manor,  the  name  of 
John  Mounsey,  Esq.,  was  included  amongst  the  free- 
holders of  such  manor ;  and  under  the  head  of  ''  Tene- 
ments out  of  which  the  rent  issues''  we  find  him  chai^e- 
able  with  several  rents,  amongst  which  is  the  rent  of  Ad. 
for  ''  part  of  High  Blawick  Fishery  ;"  and  under  date 
of  the  19th  July,  1809,  we  find  John  Hodgson  and  Anthony 
Harrison  each  charged  with  a  similar  rent  of  1^.  6cf.  in 
respect  of  ''Low  Blawick  Fishery*'  and  ''High  Blawick 
Fishery.*'  Now  in  the  fieoffment  of  1741  the  descrip- 
tion of  fishery  is  left  uncertain ;  but,  inasmuch  as  the 
deed  which  conveyed  it  was  a  feoffment  with  livery  of 
sdsin  duly  indorsed,  and  as  it  was  conveyed  subject  to  a 
freereirt  of  four  pence  to  Mr^Hassell,  then  lord  of  the  manor 
of  Patterdak,  and  which  it  appears  from  the  court  rolls 


1868. 

Mabjbau. 
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1863.       of  that  manor  was  subsequently  duly  rendered,  we  are 

Marshall    driven  to  the  conclusion  that  the  fishery  couTeyed  must 

ITlieswatkb  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^  several  fishery,  and  presumably  included 

Steam        ^jjg  ^^i  thereof.     A  feoffment  with  liverv  of  seisin  would 
Navigation 
Company.,     not  be  appropriate  to  the  conveyance  of  an  incorporeal 

right,  although  it  might  if  the  livery  were  "  secundum 
formam  chartae''  so  operate  {Com.  Diff.,  tit.  Feoffment, 
(A.  2) ) ;  and  a  free  rent  of  4rf.  was  incapable  of  being 
reserved  out  of  an  incorporeal  inheritance  by  a  common 
person;Co.  Liit  ,hj  Hargraoe  snAButler,  47  a.  note  (284); 
Com.  Dig.,  Rent  (B.  3 ) ;  Bac.  Ah.,  Rent  (B.).     Mr.  Picker' 
ing,  in  his  able  argument,  relied  very  much  on  certain 
expressions  in  the  judgment  of  this  Court  in  The  Duke  of 
Somersetv.  Fogwell  {a),  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  several 
fishery  in  a  navigable  river,  created  before  Magna  Charts, 
did  not  carry  with  it  the  ownership  of  the  soil,  but  was 
an  incorporeal,  and  not  a  territorial  franchise ;  and  he 
relied  upon  the'  passage  from  Co.  Litt.  4  i.,  there  cited : 
"  If  a  man  be  seised  of  a  river,  and  by  deed  do  grant 
separalem   piscariam   in  the  same,  and   maketh  livery 
of  seisin  secundum  formam  charfcB,  the  soil  doth  not 
passe.''    The  doctrine  of  this  passage  has  been  the  sub- 
ject of  much  controversy,   as  appears  from  note  (2) 
commenting  upon  ity  and  note  (181)  commenting  upon 
Co.  Litt.  122  a. ;  and  it  must  now  be  taken  as  esta- 
blished by  the  authority  of  Holford  v.  Bailey  (6),  that 
"the  allegation  of  a  several  fishery,  prim&  facie,  im- 
ports ownership  of  the  soil,  though  they  are  not  neces- 
sarily united.''    In  the  same  case,  in  error,  Parke  B., 
in   delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court   (18    Q.  B. 
444—5),  says: — "A  several  fishery  is  no  doubt,  primS 
facie,  to  be  assumed  to  be  in  the  soil  of  the  defendant, 
(a)  bB.j^C,  875.  884.  '         (A)  8  Q.  B.  1000. 1016. 
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and  therefore  Uberum  tenementum  is  a  good  plea ;  and        1863. 
the  plaintiff  must  reply  by  shewing  a  grant  of  a  several     Maeshall 


T. 


fishery  or  a  prescriptive  right  to  one.*'  These  decisions  Ullbswatsr 
are  in  conformity  with  the  rule  stated  in  the  later  editions  Navigation 
of  Blachstone's  Commentaries,  vol.  2,  p.  89 :  "  He  that  Company, 
has  a  several  fishery  must  also  be  (or  at  least  derive 
his  right  from)  the  owner  of  the  soil.'*  The  case  of  The 
Duke  of  Somerset  v.  Fogtoell  {a)  in  no  sense  conflicts  with 
these  authorities.  It  was  a  several  fishery  in  a  navigable 
river  within  the  flux  and  reflux  of  the  tide,  and  the 
presumption,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary, 
was,  under  the  circumstances,  that  the  soil  of  the  river 
remained  in  the  king ;  and  although  there  are  expres- 
sions adopting  the  passage  in  Co.  Litt,  that,  as  between 
subject  and  subject,  ''  a  grant,  followed  up  by  livery, 
which  properly  applies  to  a  thing  corporeal,  did  not 
convey  the  soil,  livery  being  made  secundum  formam 
chartcBy^  we  think  that  these  expressions  must  be  inter- 
preted with  reference  to  the  circumstances  of  that  case. 
It  appears  to  us  that,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the 
contrary,  we  ought  in  this  case  to  presume,  from  the 
fact  of  the  reservation  of  ''  a  free  or  quit  rent,**  that 
such  an  estate  must  have  been  originally  conveyed  by 
the  owner  of  the  manor  of  Patterdale  to  some  predecessor 
in  iiXXeio  Hodgson^  the  party  conveying  by  the  feoffment  of 
1741,  as  that  such  a  rent  could  be  reserved  out  of  it, 
and  inasmuch  as  such  a  rent  could  not  be  reserved  by 
a  common  person  out  of  an  incorporeal  inheritance,  a 
corporeal  inheritance  must  be  presumed  to  have  been 
granted,  and  we  think  that  the  feoffment  of  1741,  which 
affected  to  convey  the  fishery  in  question,  subject  to  the 
usual "  free  rent  of  fower  pence/*  to  Mr.  Hassell,  operated 
(a)  5B.fa  875. 
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1868.        to  convey  the  same  estate  to  George  Mounsey  as  was 

Habshall'  poMcssed  by  Hodgson*    In  this  view  of  the  case,  the 

U  tTOWATMa   stipulation  in  the  conveyance  of  1807  by  John  Mom* 

Steam        ^  to  the  Rev.  Henry  Askew  (under  whom  the  defend- 

Company.      auts  claim),  carefully  guarding  the  limited  grant  of  a 

right  to  fish  in  his  fishery  in  UlUswaUr  Lake,  so  as  not 

to  '^  injure  the  said  John  Mounsey  in  the  freehold  and 

enjoyment  of  the  said  fishery  otherwise  than  as  above 

mentioned/'  becomes  intelligible  and  consistent. 

Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  pier  in  question  has  been 
erected  upon  the  soil  of  that  part  of  the  lake  which  is 
comprehended  in  the  fishery  conveyed  to  Mr.  Marshall 
by  the  deed  of  December,  1823,  subject  to  the  free  or 
quit  rent  of  four  pence  to  Mr.  Hassell,  the  present  lord 
of  the  manor  of  Patterdale^  we  think  that  our  judgment 
must  be  for  the  plaintifi^,  and  the  rule  obtained  by  Mr. 
Pickering  must  be  discharged. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  am  desirous  to  have  it  understood 
that  in  concurring  with  my  learned  brothers  in  dis- 
chaining  this  rule,  I  am  acting,  not  upon  my  own 
conviction,  but  in  deference  to  authorities,  by  which, 
sitting  here,  I  deem  myself  bound,  but  which,  if  I  were 
sitting  in  a  Court  of  appeal,  I  should  consider  myself 
called  upon  to  canvass. 

I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  in  thinking 
that  if  the  right  to  a  several  fishery,  as  such,  is  con- 
sistent with  the  ownership  of  the  soil, — it  fortiori  if 
phma  facie  it  is  to  be  taken  as  implying  such  owner- 
ship—there is  evidence  in  this  case,  in  the  reserva- 
tion of  the  quit  rent  and  the  fact  of  the  grant  of  the 
fishery  to  the  plaintiff's  predecessor  having  been  accom- 
panied by  livery  of  seisin,  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that 
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the  ownership  of  the  soil  hbb  here  united  with  the        1868. 

Bcveral  fishery.     My  difficulty  arises  from  my  inability     mamhall" 

to  assent  to  the  doctrine  that  upon  the  grant  of  a  several    xj|j.„vATBa 

fishery  the  ownership  of  the  soil  and  the  right  of  fishery     jj^*^™^^ 

are  to  be  taken  to  be  united.     It  is  certain  that  both      Company. 

Bracton  and  Sir  E.  Coke  considered  a  several  fishery  as 

a  thing  essentially  distinct  from  die  ownership  of  the 

soil.    liord  Cohe  {Co.  Liit  4  b.)  expressly  lays  it  down 

that  by  the  grant  of  a  several  fishery^  even  when 

accompanied    by  livery  of   seisin  secundum  formam 

chartse,  the  soil  does  not  pass,  but,  if  the  water  becomes 

dry,  the  grantor  shall  have  the  soil.    The  language  of 

Lord  Cohe  is  precise  and  positive,  and  is  well  deserving 

of  attention*     He  says: — ''If  a  man  be  seised  of  a 

river,  and  by  deed  do  grant  separakm  piscariam  in  the 

same,  and  maketh  livery  of  seisin  seeundumformam  chart4B, 

the  soile  doth  not  pass^  nor  the  water,  for  the  grantor 

may  take  water  there ;  and  if  the  river  become  drie,  he 

may  take  the  benefit  of  the  soile;  for  there  passed  to  die 

grantee  but  a  particular  right,  and  the  livery  being  made 

Homdum  formam  chartte,  cannot  enlarge  the  grant.   For 

the  same  reason,  if  a  man  grant  aquam  suam,  the  soile 

shall  not  passe,  bqt  the  pischary  within  the  water  passeth 

therewitL'' 

Now,  independently  of  the  high  authority  of  Lord 
Cohe  on  snch  a  matter,  I  must  say  that  this  doctrine 
appears  to  me  the  only  one  which  is  reconcilable  with 
principle  or  reason.  It  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  a 
several  fishery  may  exist  independently  of  the  owner- 
ship of  the  soil  in  the  bed  of  the  water.  Why  then 
should  such  a  fishery  be  considered  as  carrying  with  it, 
in  the  absence  of  negative  proof,  the  property  in  the 
soil  ?    On  the  contrary,  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is 
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1868.  every  reason  for  holding  the  opposite  way.  The  nse 
~HABaBALL~  ^^  water  for  the  purpose  of  fishing  is,  when  the  fishery 
Ullkbwatek  ^  limited  with  the  ownership  of  the  soil,  a  right  inci- 
Na^^**ti  ^^^^  ^^i  accessory  to  the  latter.  On  a  grant  of  the 
Company,  land,  the  water  and  the  incidental  and  accessory  right  of 
fishing  would  necessarily  pass  with  it  If,  then,  the  in- 
tention he  to  convey  the  soil,  why  not  convey  the  land  at 
once,  leaving  the  accessory  to  follow  ?  Why  grant  the 
accessory  that  the  principal  may  pass  incidentally? 
Surely  such  a  proceeding  would  be  at  once  illogical 
and  unlawyerlike.  The  greater  is  justly  said  to  com- 
prehend the  less,  but  this  is  to  make  the  converse  of 
the  proposition  hold  good.  A  grant  of  land  carries 
with  it,  as  we  all  know,  the  mineral  which  may  be 
below  the  surface.  But  who  ever  heard  of  a  grant  of 
the  mineral  carrying  with  it  the  general  ownership  of 
the  soil  ?  Why  should  a  different  principle  be  applied 
to  the  grant  of  a  fishery,  which  may  be  said  to  be  a 
grant  of  that  which  is  above  the  surface  of  the  soil,  as 
a  grant  of  the  mineral  is  a  grant  of  that  which  is  be- 
low it  ?  Nor  should  it  be  forgotten  that  the  opposite 
doctrine  involves  the  startling  and  manifest  absurdity 
that  should  the  water  be  diverted  by  natural  causes  or 
become  dry,  the  fishery,  which  was  the  primary  and 
principal  object  of  the  grant,  would  be  gone,  and  the 
property  in  the  soil  which  only  passed  incidentally  and 
as  accessory  to  the  grant  of  the  fishery,  would  remain. 

I  must  further  observe  that,  if  I  felt  myself  at 
liberty  to  follow  my  own  view  of  the  law  in  this 
respect,  I  should  not  feel  any  serious  difficulty  in 
dealing  with  the  two  principal  facts  relied  on  as  sap- 
porting  the  position  that  the  property  in  the  soil 
passed  with  the  grant  of  the  fishery.     It  may  be  that. 
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in  strictness,  a  quit  rent  is  not  properly  reservable        1863. 
on  the  grant  of  an  incorporeal  hereditamoit.    Bnt,     Habshall 
if  the  law  were  dear  that  the  grant  of  a  several  fishery   UliiIwatie 
carried  with  it  no  right  to  the  soil,  the  fact  that  a  qnit     Na^^tion 
rent  had  been  reserved  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  by     Company. 
whom  the  grant  was  originally  made  would  only  shew 
that  the  parties  had  been  mistaken  in  supposing  that  a 
quit  rent  could  be  reserved  on  such  a  grant.     So,  again, 
the  fact  that  livery  of  seisin  had  been  resorted  to  to 
give  effect  to  the  grant  would  only  shew  that  the  parties 
erroneously  supposed  that  this  form  of  conveyance  was 
necessary,  or  at  all  events  was  available  to  effect  their 
purpose.    These  things  would  not,  to  my  mind,  convert 
a  grant  of  the  use  of  the  surface  of  the  soil  for  a  specific 
purpose  into  a  grant,  inferentially,  of  the  soil  itself.    In- 
deed, in  the  case  put  by  Lord  Coke,  he  assumes  that  the 
grant  of  the  fishery  has  been  accompanied  by  livery  of 
seisin,  yet  lays  it  down  that  this  will  not  have  the  effect 
of  making  the  freehold  in  the  soil  pass. 

Nevertheless,  however  strong  may  be  my  own  opinion 
on  this  question  I  think  the  authorities  on  it  are  too  cogent 
to  be  overruled  except  in  a  Court  of  appeal.  In  Holford 
V.  Bailey  (a).  Lord  Denman,  in  delivering  the  considered 
judgment  of  this  Court,  says,  p.  1016,  ''  No  doubt  the 
allegation  of  a  several  fishery,  prima  fade,  imports  owner- 
ship of  the  soil,  though  they  are  not  necessarily  united.*' 
And  the  same  doctrine  is  enunciated  by  Parke  B., 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber  in  the  same  case  (£).  And  though,  in  both  in- 
stances, the  doctrine  may  be  said  to  have  been  extra- 

(a)  8  C.  B.  1000.  (b)  13  Q.  B,  426.  444. 
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1868.       Judicial^  as  being  unneoessafy  to  the  decision,  which 
HaesbaxjT  turned  <m&  the  question  whether  trespass  would  lie  for 
ULuswATfem  dirturbance  of  a  seyeral  fishery,  the  affirmative  of  which 
NwiflSon     ^**  ^^^  ^^  grounds  altogether  independent  of  the 
Company,      ownership  in  the  soil,  yet  it  cannot  be  denied  that  these 
dicta  oocnrring  in  the  considered  judgments  of  the 
Courts  are  entitled  to  very  great  weight.    And  in  the 
learned  note  to  fol.  122  a.  of  Hargrave  and  Butki^* 
edition  of  Coke  upon  Uttkian,  the  annotator,  after  pass- 
ing in  review  the  conflicting  authorities  on  this  subject, 
concludes — I  cannot  but  think  contrary  to  the  effect  of 
his  own  reasoning — that  the  true  doctrine  on  this  sub- 
ject is  that  a  several  piscary  is  presumed  to  compre- 
hend the  soil  till  the  contrary  appears.     I  fieel  that  in 
disposing  of  this  rule  we  ought  to  yield  to  the  authority 
of  these  opinions,  but  entertaining  myself  individually 
a  very  different  view,  I  am  desirous  to  have  it  known        I 
that  while  1  submit  to  them  I  am  far  fix>m  acquiescing 
in  them. 

Rule  discharged. 


XXVI.  VICTORIA. 


751 


1868. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER 
Behn  against  Burness. 

1.  In  policies  of  instirance  and  charter  parties,  the  word  "warranty" 
is  sTnonjmoas  with  *'  condition."  Per  Erie  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B.,  Wtlliams 
and  Keating  JJ.,  and  Channell  B. 

2.  A  "representation"  is  a  statement,  or  assertion,  made  by  one  party 
to  the  other,  before  or  at  the  time  of  a  contract,  of  some  matter  or  cir- 
cnmstance  relating  to  it    Per  the  same  Judges. 

3.  Although  a  representation  is  sometimes  contained  in  the  written 
instrument,  it  is  not  an  integral  part  of  the  contract ;  and,  consequently 
the  contract  is  not  broken  though  the  representation  proves  to  be  untrue ; 
nor  (witb  the  exception  of  the  case  of  policies  of  insurance,  at  all  events 
marine  policies,  which  stand  on  a  peculiar  anomalous  footing)  is  such 
untruth  any  cause  of  action,  nor  has  it  any  efficacy  whatever,  unless  the 
representation  was  made  fraudulently,  either  by  reason  of  its  beine  made 
with  a  knowledge  of  its  untruth,  or  by  reason  of  its  being  made  dis- 
honestly,  with  a  reckless  ignorance  whether  it  was  true  or  untrue.  Per 
the  same  Judges. 

4.  Whether  a  descriptive  statement  in  a  written  instrument  is  a  mere 
representation  or  a  substantive  part  of  the  contract  is  a  question  of 
construction  which  the  Court,  and  not  the  jury,  must  determine.  Per 
the  same  Judges. 

5.  When  that  question  is  raised  bv  pleading,  the  Court  may,  in  aid 
of  the  construction,  take  into  consideration  &e  surrounding  circum- 
stances ;  such  as  the  circumstances  under  which,  and  the  i>urposes  for 
which,  the  diarter  party  was  entered  into :  aliter  if  the  question  is  raised 
by  demurrer  or  on  an  application  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto. 
Per  the  same  Judges. 

6.  If  the  former,  the  question  arises  whether  that  part  of  the  con- 
tract is  a  condition  precedent  or  only  an  independent  agreement^  a  breach 
of  which  will  not  justify  a  repudiation  of  the  contract,  but  will  onlv  be 
a  cause  of  action  for  a  compensation  in  damages.    Per  the  same  Juoges. 

7.  With  respect  to  statements  in  a  contract  descriptive  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  it,  or  of  some  material  incident  thereof,  the  true  doctrine  is  that, 
generally  speaking;  if  the  descriptive  statement  was  intended  to  be  a  sub- 
stantive part  of  the  contract,  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  warrantv,  that  is  to 
say,  a  condition  on  the  failure  or  non  performance  of  which  the  other 
party  may,  if  he  is  so  minded,  repudiate  the  contract  in  toto,  and  so  be 
relieved  from  performing  his  part  of  it,  provided  it  has  not  been  partially 
executed  in  his  favour.  If,  indeed,  he  has  received  the  whole  or  any 
substantial  part  of  the  consideration  for  the  promise  on  his  part,  the 
warranty  loses  the  character  of  a  condition,  or,  to  speak  periiaps  more 
properly,  ceases  to  be  available  as  a  condition,  and  becomes  a  warranty 
in  the  narrower  sense  of  the- word — viz.,  a  stipulation  by  way  of  agree- 
ment, for  the  breach -of  which  a  compensation  must  be  sought  in  damages. 
Per  the  same  Judges. 

8.  The  position  that  a  statement  of  this  kind  in  a  charter  party  which 
may  be  regarded  as  a  mere  representation  if  the  object  of  the  charter 
party  be  still  practicable,  may  be  construed  as  a  warranty,  if  that  object 
turns  out  to  be  frustrated,  denied  to  be  law.     Per  the  same  Judges. 

9.  By  memorandum  of  charter  party,  dated  London,  it  was  agreed 
between  A.  &.,  therein  described  as  "  owner  of  the  good  ship  or  vessel 
called  7^  Af.,  of  ^  tons  or  thereabouts,  now  in  the  port  of  Amsterdam,** 
and  C.  D.f  that  the  said  ship,  being  tight,  stauncn,  strong,  and  every 
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«m;  1863  ^^^  totted  and  ready  for  the  voyage,  fihould,  **  with  all  possible  deepateh, 

*^  proceed  direct  to  Jfc  &c."    In  an  action  by  the  ship  owner  aninst  ihe 

«  charterer  for  not  loading  the  aflreed  cargo :  held,  by  Erie  C.  J.,  Pollock 

"■""  C.  B.,  WiUiams  and  Keatina  JJ.,  and  CAamw// B.,  reversing  the  judg- 

BnRMBfls.       "'•"^  ^^  *^®  Court  of  Queen  s  Bench, 

DUBRKSB.  ^  r^^^  ^^^  wordfl  "  uow  in  the  port  of  AmsterdanC*  amounted  to  a 

warranty  or  condition  precedent  to  the  contract  that  the  sh^i 
was  there  at  the  time  of  making  the  memorandum  of  chaiter- 

ii  Tnat  the  question  was  properly  raised  by  a  plea  that  at  the  ^e 
of  nraking  the  charter-party,  time  and  the  then  situation  of  the 
ship  were  material  and  essential  parts  of  the  contract :  although 
it  should  seem  the  question  mi^t  also  be  raised  by  pleading 
'  the  material  circumstances  on  which  the  defendant  relied  as 
leading  to  the  construction  which  the  plea  sought  to  put  on  the 
instrument 

n^HE  defendant  having  brought  error  on  the  judgment 
in  this  case  (see  the  report  in  the  Court  below^  voL  1, 
p.  877),  it  was  argued,  on  the  26th  November,  1862, 
before  Eklb  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B,,  Williams  and  Keat- 
ing JJ.,  and  Channell  B. 

Honyman  {Bovill  with  him),  for  the  defendant,  cited 
Cockbum  T.  Alexander  (a);  Glaholm  v.  Hays  (i);  OUbse 
V.  Booker  (c);  OUver  v.  Fielden  (rf);  Tarrahoehia  y. 
Hickie  (<?);  Croockewit  v.  Fletcher  (f);  Hurst  y.  Us- 
borne  (y) ;  Cranston  y.  Marshall  (A) ;  Bannerman  y. 
H'hite  (i) ;  Van  Bagyen  y.  Baines  (A). 

Manisty  {Maclachlan  with  him),  oontrk,  cited  Freeman 
y.  Taylor  {I)  \  Seeyerv.  Duthie{m)]  J?arAer,  appellant,  y. 
fVindle,  respondent  (n) ;  Glaholm  y,  Hays{b);  Elliot  y. 
Fon  Glehn  {o);  Dimech  y.  Corlett  (/?). 

Honyman,  in  reply.  Cur.  adv.  vult, 

(a)  6  a  S.  791.  (6)  2  M.  f  Gr.  257. 

(c)  1  Exch.  416.  (d)  4  Exrh.  135. 

(e)  \H.^N,  183.  (f)lH.f  N.  893. 

(y)  18  a  B.  144.  {jk)  6  Exck,  395. 

(i)  10  C.  B.  K  8.  844.  850.  (k)  9  Exch,  523. 

(0  8  Binff,  124.  (w)  8  a  B,  N.  S,  46. 

(n)  eE^B.  675.  (o)  13  Q.  B,  632. 
(p)  12  Moo.  P,  a  a  199. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by  ISeS, 


Williams  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is^  whether 
the  statement  in  the  charterparty,  that  the  ship  is  *'  now 
in  the  port  of  Amsterdam/^  is  a  "  representation  "  or  a 
"  warranty,''  using  the  latter  word  as  synonymous  with 
**  condition;''  in  which  sense  it  has  been  for  many  years 
imderstood  with  respect  to  policies  of  insurance  and 
charterparties. 

It  may  be  expedient  to  commence  the  consideration 
of  this  question  by  some  examination  into  the  nature 
of  representations.  Properly  speaking,  a  representation 
is  a  statement,  or  assertion,  made  by  one  party  to  the 
other,  before  or  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  of  some 
matter  or  circumstance  relating  to  it.  Though  it  is 
sometimes  contained  in  the  written  instrument,  it  is  not 
an  integral  part  of  the  contract;  and,  consequently  the  con- 
tract is  not  broken  though  the  representation  proves  to 
be  untrue ;  nor,  (with  the  exception  of  the  case  of  policies 
of  insurance,  at  all  events  marine  policies,  which  stand 
on  a  peculiar  anomalous  footing)  is  such  untruth  any 
cause  of  action,  nor  has  it  any  efficacy  whatever,  unless 
the  representation  was  made  fraudulently,  either  by 
reason  of  its  being  made  with  a  knowledge  of  its  untruth, 
or  by  reason  of  its  being  made  dishonestly,  with  a  reckless 
ignorance  whether  it  was  true  or  untrue.  (See  Elliot  v. 
Fan  Glehn  {a) ;   Wheelton  v.  Hardisty  (&). ) 

If  this  be  so,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  the  distinc- 
tion which  is  to  be  found  in  some  of  the  treatises,  and  is 
in  acme  degree  perhaps  sanctioned  by  judicial  autho- 
rity (see  Barker  J  appellant,  fFindfc,  respondent  (c),)  that 

(a)  13  Q,  B.  632.  (h)  8E.fB.2S2;  on  appeal,  8  Id.  285. 

(f )  QF.^B.  676.  680. 
VOL.  III.  3d  b.  &  s. 
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1868.       A  representation,   if  it  differs  from   the  tmth  to  an 

^^        unreasonable  extent^  may  affect  the  validity  of  the  con- 

BuBJiBfii      tract.    Where,  indeed,  the  misrepresentation  is  so  gross 

as  to  amount  to  sufficient  evidence  of  fraud,  it  is  obvious 

that  the  contract  would  on  that  ground  be  voidable. 

Though  representations  are  not  usually  contained  in  the 
written  instrument  of  contract,  yet  they  sometimes  are. 
But  it  is  plain  that  their  insertion  therein  cannot  alter 
their  nature.  A  question  however  may  arise,  whether 
a  descriptive  statement  in  the  written  instrument  is  a 
mere  representation,  or  whether  it  is  a  substantive  part 
of  the  contract.  This  is  a  question  of  construction  which 
the  Court,  and  not  the  jury,  must  determine.  If  the 
Court  should  come  to  thecondusiou  that  such  a  statement 
by  one  party  was  intended  to  be  a  substantive  part  of 
his  contract,  and  not  a  mere  representation,  the  often 
discussed  question  may,  of  course,  be  raised,  whether  this 
part  of  the  contract  is  a  condition  precedent,  or  only  an 
independent  agreement,  a  breach  of  which  will  not  justify 
a  repudiation  of  the  contract,  but  will  only  be  a  cause 
of  action  for  a  compensation  in  damages.  In  the  con- 
struction of  charter  parties,  this  question  has  often  been 
raised,  with  reference  to  stipulations  that  some  fiiture 
thing  shall  be  done  or  shall  happen,  and  has  given  rise 
to  many  nice  distinctions.  Thus  a  statement  that  a  vessel 
is  to  sail,  or  be  ready  to  receive  a  cargo,  on  or  before  a 
given  day,  lias  been  held  to  be  a  condition  (see  GhAobn 
V.  Hays  (a) ;  Oliver  v.  Fielden  (i) ;  Croocketoit  v.  Flet- 
cher (c) ;  Seeger  v.  Dvthie  (d)  ),  while  a  stipulation  that 
she  shall  sail  with  all  convenient  speed,  or  within  a  rea- 
sonable time,  has  been  held  to  be  only  an  agreement 

(a)  2  3f.  #  (?.  257.  (6)  4  Exck,  136, 

(r)  1  H.  4-  ^;  893.  {d)  8  C.  B.  K  8,  45. 


T. 
BURXBflS. 
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(see  Tarrabochia  v,  Uichie{a)i  Ditnech  v.  Carleti  (b);  ISCS. 
CKpsham  v.  Vertue  (c).)  But  with  respect  to  statements  ^^ 
in  a  contract  descriptive  of  the  subject-matter  of  it^  or 
of  some  material  incident  thereof^  the  true  doctrine, 
established  by  principle  as  well  as  authority,  appears  to 
be,  generally  speaking,  that  if  such  descriptive  statement 
tcoM  iniended  to  be  a  substantive  part  qft/ie  contract,  it  is  to 
be  regarded  as  a  warranty,  that  is  to  say,  a  condition  on 
the  failure  or  nonperformance  of  which  the  other  party 
may,  if  he  is  so  minded,  repudiate  the  contract  in  toto, 
and  so  be  relieved  from  performing  his  part  of  it,  pro- 
vided it  has  not  been  partially  executed  in  his  feivouri. 
If,  indeed,  he  has  received  the  whole  or  any  substantial 
part  of  the  consideration  for  the  promise  on  his  part,  the 
warranty  loses  the  character  of  a  condition,  or,  to  speak 
perhaps  more  properly,  ceases  to  be  available  as  a  condi- 
tion^  and  becomes  a  warranty  in  the  narrower  sense  of 
the  word  — viz.,  a  stipulation  by  way  of  agreement,  for 
the  breach  of  which  a  compensation  must  be  sought  in 
damages  (see  Elkn  v.  Topp  (d).  Graves  v.  I^giff  (e) ;  adopt* 
ing  the  observations  of  Seijt.  WilUams  on  the  case  of 
Boone  v.  Eyre  (/),  iu  1  Saund.  820  d,  6th  ed. ;  Elliot 
V.  Von  Glehn  (y).)  Accordingly,  if  a  specific  thing  has 
been  sold,  with  a  warranty  of  its  quality,  under  such 
circamstances  that  the  property  passes  by  the  sale,  the 
vendee  having  been  thus  benefited  by  the  partial  exe- 
cution of  the  contract,  and  become  the  proprietor  of 
the  thing  sold,  cannot  treat  the  failure  of  the  war* 
ranty  as  a  condition  broken  (unless  there  is  a  special 

(a)  1  H.  #  a:  183.  (A)  12  Moo,  P.  C.  C.  199.. 

(c)  5  Q,  B.  265.  {d)  6  Exch.  424—441. 

(e)  9  Exch.  709-716.  {/)  1  H.  BL  273,  not«  (a), 

ig)  13  Q.  B.  632. 

3  D  2 
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1863.        stipulation  to  that  effect  in  the  contract;  see  Bannermtm 
Bbhk        v.  ^hite  (a)) ;  but  must  have  recourse  to  an  action  for 
BuuiMs.      damages  in  respect  of  the  breach  of  warranty.    Bat  m 
cases  where  the  thing  sold  is  not  specific,  and  the  pro- 
perty has  not  passed  by  the  sale,  the  vendee  may  refuse 
to  receive  the  thing  proffered  to  him  in  performance  of 
the  contract,  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  correspond 
with  the  descriptive  statement,  or  in  other  words,  that 
the  condition  expressed  in  the  contract  has  not  been 
performed.     Still  if  he  receives  the  thing  sold,  and  has 
the  enjoyment  of  it,  he  cannot  afterwards  treat  the  des- 
jcriptive  statement  as  a  condition,  but  only  as  an  agree- 
ment, for  a  breach  of  which  he  may  bring  an  action  to 
recover  damages. 

In  the  present  case,  as  the  defendant  has  not  received 
any  benefit  or  advantage  under  the  contract,  but  has 
wholly  repudiated  it,  the  question  is  simply  whether,  in 
the  true  construction  of  the  charter  party,  the  Court 
ought  to  infer  that  the  statement  as  to  the  ship's  bebg 
at  that  date  in  the  port  of  Amsterdam  was  meant  to  be 
a  substantive  part  of  the  contract,  or  a  representation 
collateral  to  it.  And  this  question  appears  to  be  properly 
raised  by  the  averment  in  the  plea  that  time  and  the 
situation  of  the  vessel  were  essential  and  material  parts 
of  the  contract  On  the  trial  of  the  issue  joined  thereon, 
it  was  no  part  of  the  Judge's  duty  to  leave  to  the  jury 
any  question  as  to  the  construction  of  the  contract,  or 
the  materiality  of  any  of  its  statements.  It  was  his  func- 
tion to  construe  the  contract  with  the  aid  of  the  surround- 
ing circumstances  found  by  the  jury,  and  to  decide  for 
himself  whether  the  statement  that  the  ship  was  in  the 

(ff)  10  C,  B,  y.  S.  ^44. 
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port,  sapposing  it  to  be  untrue,  was  an  essential  part  of        1863. 
the  contract,  or  a  mere  representation,  and  to  direct  the         ^^^ 
jury  to  find  for'  the  defendant  or  plaintiff  accordingly.      BuRiiBsa 
The  question,  it  should  seem,  might  also  be  raised  by 
pleading  the  material  circumstances  (as  was  done  in 
Graoes  v.  Legff  (a)),  on  which  the  defendant  relies  as 
leading  to  the  construction  which  the  plea  seeks  to  put 
on  the  instrument     Unless  one  or  other  of  these  modes 
of  pleading  were  adopted,  the  Court,  in  case  there  should 
be  a  demurrer  to  the  plea,  or  on  an  application  for  judg- 
ment non  obstante  veredicto,  would  be  precluded  from 
taking  the  surrounding  circumstances  into  consideration 
in  aid  of  the  construction. 

It  is  plain  that  the  Court  must  be  influenced  in  the 
construction,  not  only  by  the  language  of  the  instrument, 
but  also  by  the  circumstances  under  which  and  the  pur- 
poses for  which,  the  charter  party  was  entered  into.  For 
instance,  if  it  was  made  in  the  time  of  war,  the  national 
character  of  the  vessel  is  of  such  importance,  that  a 
statement  of  it  in  the  charter  party  might  properly  be 
regarded  as  part  of  the  shipowner's  contract,  and  so  amount- 
ing to  a  warranty ;  whereas,  the  very  same  statement  in 
the  time  of  peace,  being  wholly  unimportant,  might  well 
be  construed  to  be  a  mere  representation.  So  if  it  were 
shewn  that  the  charter  party  was  made  for  a  purpose 
such  that,  unless  the  vessel  began  her  voyage  from  the 
port  of  loading  with  her  cargo  on  board  by  a  certain  time, 
it  was  manifest  that  the  object  of  the  charter  party  would 
in  all  probability  be  frustrated,  the  Court  miglit  properly 
be  led  by  this  circumstance  to  conclude  that  a  statement 
as  to  the  locality  of  the  ship,  coupled  with  a  stipulation 

(a)  9  Exch,  709. 
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1863.  that  she  should  sail  with  all  convenient  speed,  was  a 
Bbbh  warranty  of  her  then  locality.  But  we  feel  a  difficulty 
BuKNXML  ^^  acceding  to  the  suggestion  which  appears  to  have  been, 
to  some  extent,  sanctioned  by  high  authority  (see  Dimeeh 
V.  Carlett  (a)),  that  a  statement  of  this  kind  in  a  charter 
party,  which  may  be  regarded  as  a  mere  representation 
if  the  object  of  the  charter  party  be  still  practicable,  may 
be  construed  as  a  warranty  if  that  object  turns  out  to 
be  frustrated ;  because  the  instrument,  it  should  seem* 
ought  to  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  intention  of 
the  parties  at  the  time  it  was  made,  irrespectiye  of  the 
events  which  may  afterwards  occur.  It  is  true  that  in 
some  of  the  cases,  where  the  question  has  been  whether 
a  stipulation  in  a  charter  party  amounted  to  a  condition, 
the  Court  decided  that  question  in  the  n^ative,  and  in 
so  doing  took. occasion  to  suggest  that  neglect  or  delay 
on  the  part  of  the  shipowner  to  execute  his  part  of  the 
contract  might  be  a  breach  of  such  an  essential  stipula- 
tion on  his  part  as  to  justify  the  charterer  in  treating  the 
contract  as  brought  to  an  end  thereby,  and  in  refusing 
on  that  account  to  perform  his  part  of  it,  and  further 
suggested  that,  in  deciding  whether  the  breach  on  the 
shipowner's  part  was  of  such  an  essential  stipulation  as 
that  described,  the  Court  might  advert  to  the  fact  whether 
such  breach  had  frustrated  the  whole  object  which  the 
charterer  had  in  view  (see  Freeman  v.  Taylor  (b);  Tarra- 
bochia  v.  Hickie  (c);  Dimech  v.  Corktt  (rf).)  But  the 
Court  did  not,  we  apprehend,  mean  to  intimate  that  the 
frustration  of  the  voyage  would  convert  a  stipulation  into 
a  condition,  if  it  were  not  originally  intended  to  be  one. 


{a)  12  Moo.  P.  a  C.  199.  {h)  8  Binff.  124. 

(r)  IH.^N.  183.  {d)  12  Moo,  P.  C.  C,  199.224.227. 
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The  qaestion  on  the  present  charterparty  is  confined  1868. 
to  the  statement  of  a  definite  fact— the  place  of  the  ship  "^^ 
at  the  date  of  the  contract  Now  the  place  of  the  ship  BowiBaa. 
at  the  date  of  the  contract^  where  the  ship  is  in  foreign 
parts  and  is  chartered  to  come  to  England,  may  be  the 
only  datum  on  which  the  charterer  can  found  his  calcu- 
lations of  the  time  of  the  ship's  arriving  at  the  port  of 
loading.  A  statement  is  more  or  less  important  in  pro« 
portion  as  the  object  of  the  contract  more  or  less  depends 
upon  it.  For  most  charters^  considering  winds^  markets 
and  dependent  contracts^  the  time  of  a  ship's  arrival  to 
load  is  an  essential  fact^  for  the  interest  of  the  charterer. 
In  the  ordinary  course  of  charters  in  general  it  would 
be  so :  the  evidence  for  the  defendant  shews  it  to  be 
actually  so  in  this  case.  Then,  if  the  statement  of  the 
place  of  the  ship  is  a  substantive  part  of  the  contract, 
it  seems  to  us  that  we  ought  to  hold  it  to  be  a  condition 
upon  the  principles  above  explained^  unless  we  can  find 
in  the  contract  itself  or  the  surrounding  circumstances 
reason  for  thinking  that  the  parties  did  not  so  intend. 
If  it  was  a  condition  and  not  performed^  it  follows 
that  the  obligation  of  the  charterer  dependant  thereon, 
ceased  at  his  option  and  considerations  either  of  the 
damage  to  him  or  of  proximity  to  performance  on  the 
part  of  the  shipowner  are  irrelevant.  So  was  the  deci- 
sion of  Glaholm  v.  Hay$  {a\  where  the  stipulation 
in  a  charter  of  a  ship  to  load  at  Trie$te  was  that  she 
should  sail  from  England  on  or  before  the  4th  February, 
and  the  nonperformance  of  this  condition  released  the 
charterer,  notwithstanding  the  reasons  alleged  in  order 
to  justify  the  nonperformance.  So,  in  Ollive  v.  Booker  {b), 

(a)  2M,fG.  257.  (b)  1  Exch.  416. 
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1863.  the  statement  in  the  charter  of  a  ship  irhich  waa  to 
Bbhh  ^^*d  *t  Marseilles  was  that  she  was  "now  at  sea,  haying 
BuKHiss.  sailed  three  weeks  ago/'  and  it  was  held  to  be  a  condition 
for  the  reasons  above  stated.  And  we  wonld  note  that 
the  marginal  abstract  of  this  case  states  the  stipulation 
to  have  been  "having  sailed  three  week  ago  or  there- 
ahouts**  If  the  statement  had  really  been  so  indefinite, 
it  may  be  that  the  Court  would  have  come  to  a  different 
conclusion. 

We  think  these  cases  well  decided^  and  that  they 
govern  the  present  case.  We  think  that  the  decision  of 
Dimech  v.  Corlett  {a)  does  not  conflict  with  them;  be- 
cause it  is  immersed  in  the  specific  facts  there  set  out, 
so  as  to  be  a  precedent  only  for  cases  with  very  analo- 
gous specific  facts.  The  statement  in  that  charter^  that 
the  ship  was  "  now  at  anchor  in  this  port*'  (Malta),  did 
not  avail  to  release  the  charterer^  because  the  ship  was 
in  the  port  in  the  dry  dock;  and,  although  the  statement 
of  the  fact  that  she  was  at  anchor  in  the  port  was  defi- 
nite, and  indicated  that  she  was  ready  for  sea,  while  in 
truth  she  was  in  a  dry  dock  being  built  and  was  not 
completed  for  a  month,  yet,  as  the  defendant  was  at 
Malta,  and  was  presumed  to  have  known  the  state  of 
the  ship,  and  also  to  have  known  of  the  delay,  and  did 
not  insist  that  the  charterparty  was  broken,  but  allowed 
the  ship  to  sail  from  Malta  for  Alexandria  without  objec- 
tion, his  defence  on  this  point  failed. 

The  Court  below  in  a  manner  referred  the  present  case 
to  a  Court  of  error  to  say  whether  the  decision  should  be 
governed  by  Ollive  v.  Boater  (b)  or  Dimech  v.  Corlett  («). 
We  are  of  opinion,  for  the  reasons  assigned,  that  the 

(a)  12  Moo,  P.  C.  C.  199.  (A)  1  Exck,  416. 
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decision  of  OlUne  y.  Booker  ivas  sound,   and  that  it        1863. 
governs  our  dedsion  here;  and  we  are  further  of  opinion       Bm 
that,  in  so  holding,  we  do  not  at  all  conflict  with  the      BuaiiBSfc 
decision  in  Dimech  v.  Corlett,  as  above  explained. 
'  On  these  grounds  we  think  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Queen's  Bench  should  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Pearson  against  Spekceb. 

1.  There  ie  a  class  of  implied  grants  by  devise  where  there  is  no   Tuesday, 
necessity  for  the  ri^ht  claimea,  but  where  the  tenement  is  so  constructed  February  3d. 
as  that  parts  of  it  involve  a  necessary  dependance^  in  order  to  its  e^joy-  — 


ment  in  the  state  it  is  in  when  devised,  upon  the  ac^'oining  tenement.        Easement, 

2.  Where  the  owner  of  a  farm  divided  it  by  his  will  into  two  J)gvise. 
portions,  devising  them  to  A.  and  B.  respectively,  and  the  portion  of  ^.    ^^v  o/nS' 
waa  landlocked,  so  that  in  order  to  reach  it  it  was  neceflsary  that  he  cessity, 
should  have  a  right  of  way  over  the  property  of  A.,  and  the  devisor 
during  his  life  had  used  a  way  in  a  certain  direction  over  that  property : 
heldf  affirming  the  decision  of  the  (Queen's  Bench,  that  a  right  to  use 
that  way  passed  to  B.  by  the  devise. ' 

^T^HIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  making  absolute  a  rule  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  ninth  plea  in  the  cause : 
(See  the  report  in  the  Court  below,  vol.  1,  p.  571): 
which  was  argued  before  Erle  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B., 
Williams  and  Keating  JJ.,  and  Martin,  Channell 
and  Wilde  BB. 

MelUsh,  for  the  plaintiff. — The  decision  of  the  Court 
below,  that  this  particular  right  of  way  passed  to  Abraham 
Peanon  by  the  will  of  Ja'me$  Pearson,  is  erroneous  and 
at  variance  with  Pheysey  v.  Vicary  (a),  so  that  the  only 
right  of  way  to  which  Abraham  Peanon  was  entitled 
(a)  16  M.  #  W,  484. 
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1863.       over  this  land  iras  a  way  of  necessity.     Where  pro- 
PsAEsoN      perty  is  divided  by  will  between  two  persons,  and  one 
Sfbhoss.      ^^  ^^^  P'^^  ^^  which  it  is  divided  is  land  locked,  so 
that  the  devisee  must  have  a  way  of  necessity  over  the 
other  part,  and  the  will  is  silent  as  to  the  direction 
of  the  way,  it  is  for  the  devisee  of  the  servient  tenement 
to  select  it.    A  way  of  necessity  should  end  with  the 
necessity,  and  it  would  be  unjust  to  impose  on  him  a 
greater  burden  than  is  indispensable :  wherefore  it  is 
enough  if  he  gives  the  devisee  of  the  dominant  tenement 
a  convenient  way,  even  though  it  be  not  the  most  convenient 
way.    [Martin  B.   How  do  you  distinguish  this  case  from 
Pi/er  V.  Carter  (a),  in  which  it  was  held,  that  where  the 
owner  of  two  houses  sells  one  of  them,  the  house  thus 
sold  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  and  subject  to  the  burden 
of  all  existing  drains  communicating  with  the  other 
house?]    That  decision  proceeded  on  the  groimd  that 
the  easement  was  continuous ;  and  Worihingtan  v.  Ctm- 
icn  (&)  shews  that  the  doctrine  there  laid  down  does 
not  extend  to  rights  of  way.     [Channell  B.     In  EuHxrt 
V.  Cochrane  {c)  it  was  held  by  the  House  of  Lords, 
following  what  is  said  in  Gale  on  Easements^  8d  ed., 
p.  87,  that  the  doctrine  of  Pyer  v.  Carter  applies  to  any 
**  drain  or  other  easement  necessary  for  the  enjoyment 
of  the  property.'']     In  Dodd  v.  Burchell{d)  Martin  B. 
says  that  Pyer  v.  Carter  went  to  the  utmost  extent  of 
the  law.    [Martin  B.   I  thought  that  a  strange  decision; 
but  it  has  recently  been  confirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords. 
Wilde  B.     The  question  may  depend  on  the  nature  of 
the  way.  A  path  through  a  man's  field  may  not  be  used 

(a)  \H.^N.  9ia 

(b)  29  Z.  J.  q.B,  116;  6«/tir.  i^.  8,  lO&S. 

(e)  4  Macq,  117.  {d)  I  H.  ^  C.  113. 121. 
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once  in  six  months,  but  a  gravelled  path  up  to  his  house  2863. 
may  be  used  forty  times  in  a  day.  On  the  other  hand,  a  pb^moh 
drain  may  only  be  used  occasionally  {a).]  In  Rol.  Ahr.  ^^^^^^r^ 
Graunts,  60,  pi.  17 :  "  Si  jeo  aie  un  close  environ  ove 
mon  terre  demesne  de  chescnn  parte,  et  jeo  alien  cest 
dose  al  auter,  il  avera  nn  chemin  al  cest  close  onstre 
mon  terre  come  incident  al  grannt:  car  autrement  il 
ne  poet  aver  ascun  benefit  per  le  grant.  Mich.  3  Jae, 
B.  R,  per  Velvertan ;  Tr.  5  Jac.  B.  R.  enter  Clarke 
if  Rugge,  et  feoffor  assignera  le  chemin  lou  il  poet  melius 
ceo  spare."  PI.  18 : — '•  Issint  si  le  close  alien  ne  soit 
totalment  enclose  ove  mon  terre,  mes  partment  ove  le 
terre  de  strangers :  car  il  ne  poet  aler  onstre  le  terre  de 
le  strangers.  Mich,  3  Jac.  B.  R.,  qvcsre"  It  does  not 
follow  that  the  way  which  was  most  convenient  while 
the  premises  were  in  one  hand  will  be  the  most  con- 
venient when  they  are  severed.  [Martin  B.  In  Shep. 
TouchsL  251,  "  K  one  be  seised  of  two  acres  of  land, 
and  he  doth  lease  them  for  life,  and  grant  the  remainder 
of  one  of  them,  and  doth  not  say  of  which,  to  /.  &  ;  in 
this  case,  if  /•  S.  make  his  election  which  acre  he  will 
have,  the  grant  of  the  remainder  to  him  will  be  good. 
So  it  is  when  a  man  hath  six  horses  in  his  stable,  and 
he  doth  grant  me  one  of  his  horses,  but  doth  not  say 
which  of  them ;  in  this  case,  I  may  choose  which  I  will 
have  and  in  these  cases,  when  I  have  made  my  election, 

(a)  In  Suffidd  v.  Brown,  HU.  Tenn,  1864  (10  Jurist  N,  8,  111.  113» 
3  N.  R.  340.  344),  in  which  Etoart  v.  Cochrane  (4  Macq,  117)  was 
cited,  the  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  ho  could  not  look  on  /^er  y. 
Carter  (1  H,  f  N.  916)  as  rightly  decided,  and  refused  to  accept  it  as 
an  authority.  It  is  important  to  observe  that,  Ewart  t.  Cochrane  being 
the  case  of  a  Scotch  appeal,  it  is  not  a  concluewe  authority  on  a  question 
of  Englvth  law,  and  the  dictum  of  Lord  Can^beil  C,  p.  122,  as  to  the 
identity  of  the  Scotch  and  Englieh  laws  on  the  subject  must  be  looked 
on  as  eztn^udicial. 
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1868.  and  not  before,  the  grant  is  goocL''  Erk  C.  J.  If  70a 
F&AB80V  ^Bin  a  trespasser  off  your  land,  is  he  bonnd  to  go  off  by 
SpbIi'ob.      tJ^e  shortest  way  ?] 

Quaint  contriL — ^The  decision  of  the  Court  below  is 
good  on  two  grounds. 

First.  The  way  in  question  passed  to  Abraham  Peamm 
by  the  will  of  James  Pearson^  in  construing  whidi  the 
Court  should  ascertain  his  intention,  and  for  this  pur- 
pose may  look  to  the  eTidence  supplied  by  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances;  Packer  Y.  fVelsied{a).    It  did 
not  pass  to  Abraham  Pearson  as  a  way  of  necessity. 
Where  the  owner  of  two  tenements  conveys  one  of  them, 
everything  passes  which  is  reasonably,  though  not  per- 
haps absolutely,  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  the 
property ;  Button  v.  Tayler  {b);  Proctor  v.  Hodgson  (c). 
The  only  legitimate  way  of  necessity  is  the  right  of 
using  a  temporary  passage  when  a  highway  is  out  of 
repair:    other  rights  of  way  arise   from    express  or 
implied  grant.     The  law  is  thus  laid   down  by  Serjt. 
Williams  in  note  (6)  to  Pomfret  v.  Sicrqfl  {d),  which  is 
recognised  and  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
Pinnington  v.  Galland  («?):— "Where  a  man,  having  a 
dose  surrounded  with  his  own  land,  grants  the  close  to 
another  in  fee,  for  life  or  years,  the  grantee  shall  have 
a  way  to  the  close  over  the  grantor's  land  as  incident  to 
the  grant ;  for  without  it,  he  cannot  derive  any  benefit 
from  the  grant.    So  it  is  where  he  grants  the  lands  and 
reserves  the  close  to  himself.^'     [He  cited  Morris  v.  Ed^ 
gington,  3  Taunt.  24.] 

(a)  2  Sid,  39.  111.  (b)  2  Luiw.  1487. 

(c)  10  Exeh,  824.  {d)  1  Wms,  Sound,  323,  6th  ed. 

(«)  9  Exeh.  1. 12. 
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Secondly.  Where  there  is  a  way  of  necessity^  and  the  1863. 
direction  is  not  pointed  out^  the  selection  is  with  the  Psauoh 
grantee,  provided  he  selectsone  convenientto  both  parties,  Spssouu 
as  the  jury  hare  found  this  to  be.  "  In  case  election 
be  given  of  two  several  things,  always  he  who  is  the 
first  agent,  and  who  ought  to  do  the  first  act  shall  have 
the  election.  As  if  a  man  grantp  a  rent  of  20s.  or  a 
robe  to  one  and  his  heirs,  the  grantor  shall  have  the  elec- 
tion, for  he  is  the  first  agent  by  payment  of  the  one,  or 
delivery  of  the  other.  So  if  a  man  makes  a  lease  yielding 
rent,  or  a  robe,  the  lessee  shall  have  the  election,  eaiua 
qua  supra.  •  •  •  Bnt  if  I  give  you  one  of  my  horses  in 
my  stable,  there  you  shall  have  election,  for  you  shall  be 
the  first  agent  by  taking  or  seizure  of  one  of  them.  *  *  * 
And  if  one  grant  to  another  twenty  loads  of  hasel,  or 
twenty  loads  of  maple,  to  be  taken  in  his  wood  of  2>., 
there  the  grantee  shall  have  election,  for  he  ought  to 
do  the  first  act,  scil.  to  cut  and  take  it ;  Sir  R.  Hey- 
wardCs  Case  (a).  In  the  edition  of  Cokeys  Reports  by 
Thomas  and  Fraser,  p.  526,  note  (c)  to  this  case :  "  It  is 
a  general  rule  that  when  a  deed  is  capable  of  enuring 
in  dififerent  ways,  the  grantee  has  a  right  to  elect  in 
which  way  he  will  take  it,  and  may  choose  that  which  is 
most  for  his  own  advantage ;  thus  if  a  deed  be  made  by  the 
words  dedi  et  cancessi,  this  in  law  may  amonnt  to  a  grant, 
feoffment,  gift,  lease,  release,  confirmation,  or  surrender; 
and  it  is  in  the  election  of  the  grantee  to  plead  or  use 
it  in  the  one  way  or  the  other.''  Jacques  v.  Cham- 
bers {b)  is  to  the  same  effect.  [He  also  referred  to 
Gale  an   Easements,  by   fVtlks,  p.  104,  and  Hinchliffe 

(a)  2  Co.  87  a.  (A)  2  Cdl  435. 
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1863.  ▼•  The  Earl  of  Kinnaui  {a).  There  is  no  groand  for 
PsAEflov  *^y  distinction  in  this  respect  between  wills  and  in- 
Spuouu  stmments  inter  yvros.  According  to  the  Roman  law, 
Dig.  lib.  8,  tit.  1,  L  ix.  : — ''  Si  cui  simplidus  ma 
per  fiindnm  cujnspiam  cedatur^  vel  relinquatnr,  in 
infinito  (videlicet  per  quamKbet  ejus  partem)  ire  agere 
licebit :  civiliter  modo.  Nam  qnsedam  in  sermone  tacite 
excipinntnr :  non  enim  per  villam  ipsam^  nee  per  medias 
yineas  ire  agere  sinandus  est :  cnm  id  aeqne  commode 
per  alteram  partem  lacere  possit,  minore  servientis  fimdi 
detrimento."  [He  also  cited  MoUiar,  La  possession^  la 
revendication,  la  publicienne  et  ks  servitttdes,  en  droit  Ro' 
main,  tfc,  p.  363-4.]  Hollas  Abridgment  is  a  posthnmona 
publication^  and  the  author  does  not  cite  any  reported 
authority  for  the  position  laid  down  in  Gravnts^  60, 
pi.  17,  cited  by  the  other  side.  The  case  referred  to  by 
him,  as  Clarke  v.  Btyge,  is  reported  in  Cro.  Joe.  170,  as 
Clark  V.  Cogge.  [WiUiams  J.  It  would  rather  seem 
that  there  the  way  had  been  already  in  existence.] 

Mellish,  in  reply.— In  Packer  v.  fVelsted(b)  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  was  wil- 
ling to  give  the  owner  of  the  dominant  tenement  any 
right  of  way  at  alL  Morris  v.  Edgington  (c)  has  been 
much  doubted,  but  may  be  supported  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  a  way  of  necessity.  The  cases  on  the 
doctrine  of  election  do  not  apply,  for  they  are  all  cases 
of  express  grant,  and  so  are  those  cited  from  the  Roman 
law. 

Erle  C.  J.    We  think  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

(a)  2  Bwg.  N.  C,  I ;  6  Scott,  650.  (h)  2  Sid,  S9.  111. 

{e)  3  Taunt.  24. 
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bdow  should  be  aflirmed.  We  have  been  mucb  stnick  lQ(S8. 
with  the  argument  of  Mr.  Mettish,  in  which  he  con-  pmamom" 
tended  that,  if  this  right  of  way  were  taken  as  a  right  gp^^^ 
of  way  of  necessity  simply,  the  way  claimed  by  the  de- 
fendant could  not  be  maintained;  because  we  are  in- 
clined to  concur  with  him  that  a  way  of  necessity, 
strictly  so  called,  ends  with  the  necessity  for  it,  and 
the  direction  in  which  the  plaintiff  says  the  way  ought 
to  go  would  so  end.  But  we  sustain  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  below  on  the  construction  and  effect  of 
James  Pearson's  will  taken  in  connexion  with  the  mode 
in  which  the  premises  were  enjoyed  at  the  time  of  the 
will.  The  testator  had  a  unity  of  possession  of  all  this 
property;  he  intended  to  create  two  distinct  farms  with 
two  distinct  dwelling  houses,  and  to  leave  one  to  the 
plaintiff  and  the  other  to  the  party  under  whom  the 
defendant  claims.  The  way  claimed  by  the  defend- 
ant was  the  sole  approach  that  was  at  that  time 
used  for  the  house  and  farm  devised  to  him.  Then 
the  devise  of  the  farm  contained,  under  the  circum- 
stances, a  devise  of  a  way  to  it,  and  we  think  the  way  in 
question  passed  with  that  devise.  It  falls  under  that 
class  of  implied  grants  where  there  is  no  necessity  for 
the  right  claimed,  but  where  the  tenement  is  so  con- 
structed as  that  parts  of  it  involve  a  necessary  depend^ 
ance^  in  order  to  its  enjoyment  in  the  state  it  is  in  when 
devised,  upon  the  adjoining  tenement  {a).  There  are  rights 
which  are  implied,  and  we  think  that  the  farm  devised  to 
the  party  under  whom  the  defendant  claims  could  not  be 
enjoyed  without  dependance  on  the  plaintiff's  land  of  a 
right  of  way  over  it  in  the  customary  manner. 

(tf)  See  the  note  to  Gale  on  Easements,  3id  ed.,  by  WUIes,  p.  105,  {  1. 
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1868.  Martin  B.  left  the  Ckmrfc  before  the  conclusion  of  the 


Peabsoh      argument. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 


Sfxnosr. 


Judgment  afllrmed. 


Monday, 
February  2d. 


Chamberlain  v.  The  West  End  of  London 
AND  Cbystal  Palace  Railway  Company. 

See  the  report  of  this  case^  aute^  vol.  2,  p.  617. 


MEMORANDUM. 

In  this  Vacation,  George  Stoma  Venables,  Esq.,  of 
the  Initer  Tempk,  was  appointed  one  of  Her  Majesty's 
Counsel  learned  in  the  law. 


END    OF   HILARY  VACATION. 


CASES 


18G3. 


ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 

IN 

THE   QUEEN'S  BENCH, 

IN 

EASTER   TERM, 

XXVI.  VICTORIA. 


The  Judges  who  usually  sat  in  Banc  in  this 
Term  were : 

CocKBURN  C.  J.      I        Blackburn  J. 
Crompton  J.  Mellor  J. 


Campbell  against  Spotxiswoode. 

1.  When  a  writer  in  a  newspaper  or  elsewhere,  in  commenting  on 
public  matters,  makes  imputations  on  the  character  of  the  individuals 
concerned  in  them,  which  are  faUe  and  libellous,  as  being  beyond  the 
limits  of  fair  comment,  it  is  no  defence  that  he  bon&  fide  believed  in  the 
truth  of  these  imputations. 

2.  The  plaintiff  published  in  a  newspaper,  of  which  he  was  the  editor 
and  part  proprietor,  a  proposal  for  inserting  in  it  a  series  of  letters  on  the 
duty  of  evangelizing  the  Chinese,  and  for  promoting  the  circulation  of 
the  numbers  of  the  paper  in  which  those  letters  should  appear  in  order 
to  call  attention  to  the  importance  of  this  work  of  evangelization.  A 
series  of  letters  accordingly  appeared  in  the  newspaper,  and  in  the  same 
numbers  lists  of  subscribers  for  copies  of  the  paper  for  distribution.  In 
an  action  of  Ubel  against  the  defendant,  the  publisher  of  another  news- 
paper, for  an  article  commenting  on  the  plaintiffs  scheme,  imputing  that 
his  r^  object  was  to  promote  £e  sale  of  his  paper,  and  sujggesting  that 
the  names  of  some  of  the  subscribers  in  the  lists  were  fictitious,  the  jury 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  with  the  addition  that  the  writer  of  the  article 
believed  the  imputations  in  it  to  be  well  founded :  Held,  that  this  bolief 
of  the  defendant  was  no  answer  to  the  action. 


8atu\ 
April  I 


Libel. 

Newspaper, 
Privilege, 
Bonajides, 


T  IBEL.    The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  waa 
a  Protestant  dissenting  minister,  and  'minister  of  a 
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congregation  of  Protestant  dissenters,  and  the  editor  of 
a  newspaper  called  The  British  Ensign,  and  had  pub- 
lished the  names  or  descriptions  of  divers  persons  as 
subscribers  for  and  persons  purchasing  and  promising  to 
purchase  copies  of  that  newspaper ;  and  the  defendant 
falsely  and  maliciously  printed  and  published  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  wit,  in  a  periodical  publication  called  The 
Saturday  Review  of  Politics,  Science,  Literature  and 
Art,  a  false,  scandalous,  malicious  and  defamatory  libel; 
and  in  one  part  of  which  libel  was  contained  the  fahe, 
scandalous,  malicious,  defamatory  and  libellous  matter 
following  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  that  is  to 
say:— "The  doctor'*  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  "refers 
frequently  to  Mr.  Thompson  as  his  authority — so  fre- 
quently, that  we  must  own  to  having  had  a  transitory 
suspicion  that  Mr.  T.  was  nothing  more  than  another 
Mrs.  Harris,  and  to  believe,  with  Mrs.  Gamp's  acquaint- 
ance, that  there  '  never  was  no  such  person.'  Bot  as 
Mr.  Thompson'%  name  is  down  for  5000  copies  of  The 
Ensign,  we  must  accept  his  identity  as  fully  proved,  and 
we  hope  the  publisher  of  7%«  Ensign  is  equally  satisfied 
on  the  poinf  And  in  another  part  of  which  said  libel 
was  also  contained  the  false  &c.  matter  following  of  and 
concerning  the  plaintiff,  that  is  to  say:— "To  spread 
the  knowledge  of  the  gospel  in  China  would  be  a  good 
and  an  excellent  thing,  and  worthy  of  all  praise  and 
encouragement ;  but  to  make  such  a  work  a  mere  pre- 
text for  puffing  an  obscure  newspaper  into  circulation  is 
a  most  scandalous  and  flagitious  act ;  and  it  is  this  act, 
we  fear,  wc  must  charge  against  Dr.  Campbell.'*  And 
in  another  part  of  which  said  libel  was  also  contained  the 
fake  &c.  matter  following  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff, 
that  is  to  say : — "  There  have  been  many  dodges  tried  to 
make  a  losing  paper  'go,'  but  it  remained  for  a  leader 


XXVL   VICTORIA. 


771 


in  the  Nonconformist  body  to  represent  the  weekly  snlr- 
«cription  as  an  act  of  religious  duty.  Moreover,  the  ' 
well  known  device  is  resorted  to  of  publishing  lists  of 
subecribers,  the  authenticity  of  which  the  public  have, 
to  say  the  least,  no  means  of  checking.  *  R,  G!  takes 
240  copies,  '  A  Londim  Minister*  120, '  An  Old  Soldier* 
100,  and  so  on.  Few  readers,  we  imagine,  will  have  any 
donbt  in  their  minds  as  to  who  is  the  *  Old  Soldier,*  *' 
meaning  thereby  that  the  plaintiff  had  falsely  and 
deceitfully  published,  as  the  names  or  descriptions  of 
subscribers  for  or  purchasers  of  the  said  newspaper, 
divers  fictitious  names  or  descriptions  which  did  not  in 
fiu^  represent  any  persons  really  being  subscribers  for 
or  purchasers  of  the  said  newspaper.  And  in  another 
part  of  which  said  libel  is  also  contained  the  false  &c. 
matter  following  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  that  is 
to  say:— '*  For,  whatever  may  be  the  private  views  of 
the  editor  of  The  EruigrC*  (meaning  the  plaintiff), ''  there 
can  be  no  question  that  his  followers  are  sincere  enough 
in  the  confidence  they  repose  in  his  plan.  It  must  be  a 
very  happy  thing  to  be  gifted  with  so  large  a  stock  of 
faith.  It  must  take  the  sting  out  of  many  a  sorrow, 
and  smooth  away  many  a  trouble.  The  past  cannot  be 
veiy  sad,  nor  the  future  very  dreadful,  to  him  who  has 
the  capacity  for  hoping  all  things  and  believing  all  things 
without  hesitation.  If  this  temper  of  mind  should  lay 
its  possessor  open  occasionally  to  the  beguilements  of 
an  impostor**  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  "more  than  an 
equivalent  is  prorided  in  its  freedom  from  doubts  and 
suspicions,  and  the  sense  of  security  that  it  confers.'* 
And  in  another  part  of  which  libel  was  also  contained  the 
false  &c.  matter  following  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff, 
that  is  to  say :— -''  No  doubt  it  is  deplorable  to  find  an 
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ignorant  credulity  manifested  among  a  class  of  the  com- 
~  munity  entitled  on  many  grounds  to  respect;  but  now 
and  then  this  very  credulity  may  be  turned  to  good 
account  Dr.  CampbeW*  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  "  is  just 
now  making  use  of  it  for  a  very  practical  purpose,  and 
to-morrow  some  other  religious  speculator  will  cry  his 
wares  in  the  name  of  Heaven,  and  the  mob  will  hasten 
to  deck  him  out  in  purple  and  fine  linen.  When  Dr. 
Campbell'*  (meaning  the  plaintiff)  ''has  finished  his 
Chinese  letters,  he  will  be  a  greater  simpleton  than  we 
take  him  for  if  he  does  not  force  off  another  100,000 
copies  of  his  paper  by  launching  a  fresh  series  of  thun- 
derbolts against  the  powers  of  darkness.  In  the  mean- 
while, there  can  be  no  doubt  that  he  is  making  a  veiy 
good  thing  indeed  of  the  spiritual  wants  of  the  Chinese" 
And  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  has  been 
greatly  injured,  scandalized  and  aggrieved.  And  the 
plaintiff  claims  1000/. 

Plea.   Not  guilty. 

On  the  trial,  before  Cockbum  C.  J.,  at  the  Sittings  at 
Guildhall  after  Hilary  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  defend- 
ant was  the  printer  of  a  weekly  newspaper  or  periodical 
called  The  Saturday  Review  of  Politics^  Literature, 
Science  and  Art,  and  that  the  libels  complained  of  were 
published  in  an  article  headed  ''The  Heathens'  Best 
Friend,^'  contained  in  the  number  for  June  14th,  1862. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  minister  of  a  dissenting  congre- 
gation, and  the  editor  and  part  proprietor  of  The  British 
Ensign  and  The  British  Standard,  which  were  dissenting 
newspapers  or  periodicals.  Extracts  from  the  former  were 
put  in  evidence,  containing  a  proposal  to  publish  in  it  a 
scries  ofletters  to  the  Queen  and  persons  of  note  on  the  sub- 
ject and  duty  of  evangelizing  the  Chinese,  and  to  promote 
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as  widely  as  possible  the  drculatioii  of  the  numbers  of  the 
paper  in  which  those  letters  should  appear^  in  order  to  ^ 
call  the  attention  of  missionaries  and  others  to  the  im- 
portance of  this  work  of  evangelization.  A  series^  of 
letters  accordingly  appeared  in  The  British  EnsigUy  the 
three  first  of  which^  headed  '^  Christian  Missions/'  were 
addressed  to  the  Queen,  and  the  jest  headed  '*  China — 
Conversion  of  the  Chinese j^**  were  addressed  to  the  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury y  the  Earl  of  Shaftesbury,  Viscount 
Palmerston,  Thomas  Thompson,  Esq.,  of  Prior  Park, 
Bath,  and  other  persons ;  and  from  time  to  time  in  the 
same  numbers  with  the  letters  were  published  lists  of 
subscribers  for  copies  of  the  paper  for  distribution.  In 
one  of  these  lists  were  the  following,  '^  The  Hon.  Mrs. 
Thompson,  5000  copies;  An  Old  Soldier,  100;  R.  G., 
240;  M.S.  D.,  10;  J.  8.,  240;  A.  J.,  80." 

The  whole  of  the  article  in  which  the  passages  set 
forth  in  the  declaration  appeared  was  read  to  the  jury. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
passages  set  forth  in  the  declaration  imputed  to  him  the 
charge  of  fabricating  fictitious  subscription  lists,  and  of 
trying  to  procure  subscriptions  professedly  for  the  con- 
version of  the  heathen,  but  in  reality  for  the  purpose 
of  putting  money  into  his  own  pocket.  The  plaintiff 
himself  and  some  of  the  subscribers,  among  whom  was 
Mr.  Thompson,  were  called  as  witnesses,  to  shew  that  such 
charges  were  without  foundation,  and  to  prove  the 
reality  of  the  subscriptions. 

Per  the  defendant  it  was  contended  that  the  article 
was  such  a  comment  as  a  public  writer  was  entitled  to 
make  upon  the  scheme  publicly  put  forward  by  the 
plaintiff;  and  that  that  scheme  was  such  that  the  writer 
of  the  article  was  privileged  in   imputing    improper 


1863. 


Campbell 

V. 

Spottis- 

WOODS. 


774 


EASTER  TERM. 


1863. 


Campbkll 
Spottib- 

WOODS. 


motives  to  the  plaintiff,  provided  he  fairly  and  honestlj 
believed  such  impatations  to  be  well  founded. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  directed  the  jury  that  if  they 
thought  the  effect  of  the  article  complained  of  was 
fairly  to  criticise  and  comment  upon,  though  in  a  hostile 
spirit,  the  scheme  publicly  put  forward  hy  the  {daintiff, 
they  should  find  for  the  defendant  But  if  they  thought 
that  the  article  went  beyond  that,  and  imputed  to  the 
plaintiff  base  and  sordid  motives  which  the  evidence  had 
shewn  to  be  without  foundation,  and  that  he  asked  for 
public  subscriptions,  not  for  the  purpose  of  promoting 
the  progress  of  Christianity  in  China,  but  for  the  pur- 
pose of  private  pecuniary  gain,  they  should  find  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff.  Further  that,  in  his  opinion, 
it  was  no  defence  that  the  writer  honestly  believed  the 
imputations  made  to  be  well  founded.  At  the  same 
time  he  asked  them,  at  the  suggestion  of  the  defendant's 
counsel,  if  they  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
were  of  opinion  that  the  writer  of  the  article  made  the 
imputations  under  a  genuine  and  honest  belief  that  they 
were  well  founded,  or  the  plaintiff  was  fairly  open  to 
them,  they  should  find  the  fact  specially. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages 
50L,  and  also  found  that  the  writer  of  the  article  in  The 
Saturday  Review  believed  the  imputations  in  it  to  be 
well  founded. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  thereupon  directed  the  verdict 
to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  reserved  leave  to  move 
to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendant 


Bavill  moved  accordingly,  or  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection. — He  argued  that  a  matter  not 
only  of  public  but  universal  interest,  which  was  the  sub- 
ject of  fair  comment  and  criticism,  was  brought  before 


XXVL   VICTORFA. 


775 


the  pablic  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  newspaper ;  that  the 
editor  or  publisher  of  a  newspaper  or  other  periodical 
was  privileged  in  making  such  comment  or  criticism  and 
therefore  the  ordinary  presumption  of  malice  was  re- 
butted ;  and  that,  in  commenting  upon  public  matters 
and  the  conduct  of  public  men,  there  was  permitted  for 
the  interests  of  society  an  unlimited  right  of  discussion 
as  to  motives,  if  there  were  no  attack  on  private  charac- 
ter, provided  the  person  making  such  comments  honestly 
and  bon&  fide  believed  them  to  be  well  founded.  He 
cited  Paris  v.  Levy  (a),  per  Erie  C.  J. ;  S.  C,  in  banc, 
per  Byks  J.  {b) ;  Stark,  on  Slander  and  Libels  2d  ed., 
Prefy.  Disc,  p.  cxxx.,  vol.  1,  p.  304-305 ;  Eastwood  v. 
Holmes  (c),  per  JViOes  J.  7  TurnbuU  v.  Bird  {d),  per  Erie 
C.  J. ;  Beatson  v.  Skene  (e)  ;  Maitland  v.  Bramwell  (/); 
Carr  v.  Hood,  note  to  Tabart  v.  Tipper  (y),  per  Lord 
EUenboraugh  ;  and  Padmore  v.  Latorence  (A).  He  also 
contended  that  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  ought  to  have 
left  to  the  jury  the  question  whether  the  imputations 
contained  in  the  libel  were  in  excess  of  fair  comment  or 
not. 
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CocKBUBN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to 
be  no  rule.  The  article  on  which  this  action  is  brought 
is  undoubtedly  libellous.  It  imputes  to  the  plaintiff 
that,  in  putting  forth  to  the  public  the  sacred  cause  of 
the  dissemination  of  religious  truth  among  the  heathen, 
he  was  acting  as  an  impostor,  and  that  his  purpose  was 
to  put  money  into  his  own  pocket  by  obtaining  contri- 
butions to  his  newspaper.     The  article  also  charges  that. 


(a)  2F.#i^.71.76,76. 
(c)  IF.  #2^.347.360. 
(#)  6jy.  #Jf.  838. 
(g)  1^111^.364.357. 


(h)  9  a  B.  N.  a,  342. 363. 
{d)  2i?'.#F.  608.523.  626. 
(/)2F.4-  F,  623. 
(A)  nA.fE.  380. 
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in  furtherance  of  that  base  and  sordid  purpose,  he  pub- 
lished in  his  newspaper  the  name  of  a  fictitious  poson  as 
the  authority  for  his  statements,  and  still  further  that, 
with  a  view  to  induce  persons  to  contribute  towards  his 
professed  cause,  he  published  a  fictitious  subscription 
list.  These  are  serious  imputations  upon  the  phuntifPs 
moral  as  well  as  public  character. 

It  is  said,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that,  as  the  plain- 
tiff addressed  himself  to  the  public  in  a  matter,  not  only 
of  public,  but  of  universal  interest,  his  conduct  in  that 
matter  was  open  to  public  criticism,  and  I  entirely  con- 
cur in  that  proposition.  If  the  proposed  scheme  were 
defective,  or  utterly  disproportionate  to  the  result  aimed 
at,  it  might  be  assailed-with  hostile  criticism*  But  then 
a  line  must  be  drawn  between  criticism  upon  public 
conduct  and  the  imputation  of  motives  by  which  that 
conduct  may  be  supposed  to  be  actuated  ;  one  man  has 
no  right  to  impute  to  another,  whose  conduct  may  be 
fairly  open  to  ridicule  or  disapprobation,  base,  sordid, 
and  wicked  motives,  unless  there  is  so  much  ground  for 
the  imputation  that  a  jury  shall  find,  not  only  that  he 
had  an  honest  belief  in  the  truth  of  his  statements,  but 
that  his  belief  was  not  without  foundation. 

In  the  present  case,  the  charges  made  against  the 
plaintiff  were  unquestionably  without  foundation.  It 
may  be  that,  in  addition  to  the  motive  of  religious  zeal, 
the  plaintiff  was  not  wholly  insensible  to  the  collateral 
object  of  promoting  the  circulation  of  his  newspaper,  but 
there  wais  no  evidence  that  he  had  resorted  to  false  de- 
vices to  induce  persons  to  contribute  to  his  scheme.  That 
being  so,  Mr.  Bovitl  is  obliged  to  say  that,  because  the 
writer  of  this  article  had  a  bon&  fide  belief  that  the  state- 
ments he  made  were  true,  he  was  privileged.  I  cannot 
assent  to  that  doctrine.  It  was  competent  to  the  writer  to 
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have  attacked  the  plaintifiTs  acheme;  and  perhaps  he  might 
have  suggested,  that  the  effect  of  the  subscriptions  which 
the  plaintiff  was  asking  the  public  to  contribute  would 
be  only  to  put  money  into  his  pocket.  But  to  say  that 
he  was  actuated  only  by  the  desire  of  putting  money  into 
his  pocket,  and  that  he  resorted  to  fraudulent  expedients 
for  that  purpose^  is  charging  him  with  dishonesty  :  and 
that  is  going  farther  than  the  law  allows. 

It  is  said  that  it  is  for  the  interests  of  society  that  the 
public  conduct  of  men  should  be  criticised  without  any 
other  limit  than  that  the  writer  should  have  an  honest 
belief  that  what  he  writes  is  true.  But  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  public  have  an  equal  interest  in  the  maintenance 
of  the  public  character  of  public  men ;  and  public  affairs 
could  not  be  conducted  by  men  of  honour  with  a  view 
to  the  welfare  of  the  country,  if  we  were  to  sanction 
attacks  upon  them,  destructive  of  their  honour  and 
character,  and  made  without  any  foundation.  I  think 
the  fair  position  in  which  the  law  may  be  settled  is  this : 
that  where  the  public  conduct  of  a  public  man  is  open  to 
animadversion,  and  the  writer  who  is  commenting  upon 
it  makes  imputations  on  his  motives  which  arise  fairly 
and  legitimately  out  of  his  conduct  so  that  a  jury  shall 
say  that  the  criticism  was  not  only  honest,  but  also  well 
founded,  an  action  is  not  maintainable.  But  it  is  not 
because  a  public  writer  fancies  that  the  conduct  of  a 
public  man  is  open  to  the  suspicion  of  dishonesty,  he  is 
therefore  justified  in  assailing  his  character  as  dishonest. 

The  cases  cited  do  not  warrant  us  in  going  that  length. 
In  Paris  v.  Levy  (a)  there  may  have  been  an  honest  and 
well  founded  belief  that  the  man  who  published  the 
handbill  which  was  commented  upon  could  only  have 
had  a  bad  motive  in  publishing  it,  and  if  the  jury  were 
(fl)  2F.iF.n. 
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of  that  opinion,  the  writer  who  attacked  him  in  the 
public  press  would  be  protected.  We  cannot  go  farther 
than  that 

Crompton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion :  for  the  rea- 
sons given  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice.  It  must  be  taken 
that  the  jury  have  found  that  the  imputations  made  were 
not  within  the  range  of  fair  argument  or  criticism  on  the 
plaintiffs  publication  of  his  scheme.  Nothing  is  more  im- 
portant than  that  fair  and  full  latitude  of  discussion  should 
be  allowed  to  writers  upon  any  public  matter,  whether  it 
be  the  conduct  of  public  men,  or  the  proceedings  in  Courts 
of  justice  or  in  Parliament,  or  the  publication  of  a  scheme 
or  of  a  literary  work.  But  it  is  always  to  be  left  to  a  jury 
to  say  whether  the  publication  has  gone  beyond  the  limits 
of  a  fair  comment  on  the  subject-matter  discussed.  A 
writer  is  not  entitled  to  overstep  those  limits  and  impute 
base  and  sordid  motives  which  are  not  warranted  by  the 
facts,  and  I  cannot  for  a  moment  think  that,  because  he 
has  a  bonS;  fide  belief  that  he  is  publishing  what  is  true, 
that  is  any  answer  to  an  iu;tion  for  libeL  With  respect  to 
the  publication  of  the  plaintiff's  scheme,  the  defendant 
might  ridicule  it  and  point  out  the  improbability  of  its 
success ;  but  that  was  all  he  had  a  right  to  do. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  the  article  on  which 
this  action  is  brought  is  a  libel  or  no  libel, — not  whe- 
ther it  is  privileged  or  not.  It  is  no  libel,  if  it  is 
within  the  range  of  fair  comment,  that  is,  if  a  per- 
son might  fairly  and  boni  fide  write  the  article ;  other* 
wise  it  is.  It  is  said  that  there  is  a  privilege,  not 
to  writers  in  newspapers  only,  but  to  the  public  in 
general,  to  comment  on  the  public  acts  of  public  mcD, 
provided  the  writer  believes  that  what  he  writes  is  true; 
in  other  words,  that  this  belongs  to  the  class  of  privileged 
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commmiications,  in  which  the  malice  of  the  writer  be- 
comes a  question  for  the  jury;  that  is^  where^  from  the 
particular  circumstances  or  position  in  which  a  person  is 
placed,  there  is  a  legal  or  social  duty  in  the  nature  of  a 
private  or  peculiar  right,  as  opposed  to  the  rights  pos- 
sessed by  the  community  at  large,  to  assert  what  he 
believes.  In  these  cases  of  privilege  there  is  an  exemp- 
tion from  legal  liability  in  the  absence  of  malice ;  and  it 
is  necessary  to  prove  actual  malice.  But  there  is  no  such 
privilege  here.  It  is  the  right  of  all  the  Queen's  sub- 
jects to  discuss  public  matters ;  but  no  person  can  have 
a  right  on  that  ground  to  publish  what  is  defamatory 
merely  because  he  believes  it  to  be  true.  If  this  were 
so,  a  public  man  might  have  base  motives  imputed  to 
him  without  having  an  opportunity  of  righting  himself. 
Therefore  it  is  necessary  to  confine  privilege,  as  the  law 
has  always  confined  it,  to  cases  of  real  necessity  or  duty, 
as  that  of  a  master  giving  a  servant  a  character,  or  of  a 
person  who  has  been  robbed  charging  another  with  rob- 
bing him.  Though  the  word  "  privilege'^  is  used  loosely 
in  some  of  the  cases  as  applied  to  the  right  which  every 
person  has  to  comment  on  public  matters,  I  think  that 
in  all  the  cases  cited  the  real  question  was  whether  the 
alleged  libel  was  a  fair  comment  such  as  every  person 
might  make  upon  a  public  matter,  and  if  not  there  was 
no  pririlege. 

In  the  present  case  it  is  clear,  as  found  by  the  jury, 
that  the  article  is  beyond  the  range  of  fair  comment, 
and,  this  not  being  a  case  within  the  rule  as  to  privilege, 
the  only  other  available  mode  of  defence  was  by  proving 
the  truth  of  the  article. 

The  verdict  was  therefore  right;  and  the  finding  of 
the  jury,  that  the  writer  of  the  article  believed  what  he 
wrote  to  be  true,  aflfords  no  answer  to  the  action;  and  I 
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think  the  case  is  so  clear  that  we  ought  not  to  throw 
any  doubt  upon  the  subject  by  granting  a  rule. 

Blackburn  J.  I  also  think  that  the  law  governing 
this  case  is  so  clearly  settled  that  we  ought  not  to  grant 
a  rule.  It  is  important  to  bear  in  mind  that  the  ques- 
tion is,  not  whether  the  publication  is  privileged,  but 
whether  it  is  a  libel.  The  word  "privilege''  is  often 
used  loosely,  and  in  a  popular  sense,  when  applied  to 
matters  which  are  not,  properly  speaking,  privileged.' 
But,  for  the  present  purpose,  the  meaning  of  the  word 
is  that  a  person  stands  in  such  a  relation  to  the  facts  of 
the  case  that  he  is  justified  in  saying  or  writing  what 
would  be  slanderous  or  libellous  in  any  one  else.  For 
instance,  a  master  giving  a  character  of  a  servant  stands 
in  a  privileged  relation :  and  the  cases  of  a  memorial  to 
the  Lord  Chancellor  or  the  Home  Secretary  on  the  con- 
duct of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  Harrison  v.  Bush  {a\  and 
of  a  statement  to  a  public  functionary,  reflecting  upon 
some  public  ofiicer,  Beatson  v.  Skene  (i),  rank  them- 
selves under  that  class.  In  Maitland  v.  Bramwell  (c)  the 
bona  fides  of  the  defendant  was  left  to  the  jury,  because  she 
was  privileged  by  her  position  to  say  what  she  believed  to 
be  true ;  so  in  Eastwood  v.  Holmes  (c),  when  properly 
understood,  ff^lles  J.  must  have  considered  that  there 
was  a  privilege  of  this  kind  when  he  nonsuited  the  pbiin- 
tifi*  in  an  action  against  the  publisher  of  a  report  of  the 
proceedings  of  The  British  Archaoloffical  Associatimi,  in 
which  it  was  stated  that  some  supposed  antiquities  ofiered 
for  sale  by  the  plaintiff  were  of  recent  fabrication.  In 
these  cases  no  action  lies  unless  there  is  proof  of  express 
malice.     If  it  could  be  shewn  that  the  editor  or  pab- 


(a)  bK^B. 344. 


(h)  6  H  #  iV.  8sa 
(rf)  lF,fr.  347. 
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lisher  of  a  newspaper  stands  in  a  privileged  position^  it 
would  be  necessary  to  prove  actual  malice.  But  no 
authority  has  been  cited  for  that  proposition;  and  I 
take  it  to  be  certain  that  he  has  only  the  general  right 
which  belongs  to  the  public  to  comment  upon  public 
matters,  for  example^  the  acts  of  a  minister  of  state  ;  or, 
according  to  modem  authorities  somewhat  extending  the 
doctrine,  where  a  person  has  done  or  published  anything 
which  may  fairly  be  said  to  invite  comment,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  handbill  or  advertisement;  Paris  y. Levy  (a).  In  such 
cases  every  one  has  a  right  to  make  fair  and  proper  com- 
ment ;  and,  so  long  as  it  is  within  that  limit,  it  is  no  libel. 
The  question  of  libel  or  no  libel,  at  least  since  Fox'h  Act 
(32  G.  3.  c.  60.),  is  for  the  jury ;  and  in  the  present 
case,  as  the  article  published  by  the  defendant  obviously 
imputed  base  and  sordid  motives  to  the  plaintiff,  that 
question  depended  upon  another, — whether  the  article 
exceeded  the  Umits  of  a  fair  and  proper  comment  on 
the  plaintiff's  prospectus ;  and  this  last  question  was 
therefore  rightly  left  to  the  jury.  Then  Mr.  Bovill 
asked  that  a  further  question  should  be  lefb  to  them,  viz. 
whether  the  writer  of  the  article  honestly  believed  that 
it  was  true;  and  the  jury  have  found  that  he  did.  We 
have  to  say  whether  that  prevents  an  action  being  main- 
tained. I  think  not.  Bout  fide  belief  in  the  truth  of 
what  is  written  is  no  defence  to  an  action ;  it  may  miti- 
gate the  amount,  but  it  cannot  disentitle  the  plaintiff  to 
damages.  Moreover  that  honest  belief  may  be  an  ingre- 
dient to  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  jury  in  deter- 
mining whether  the  publication  is  a  libel,  that  is,  whether 
it  exceeds  the  limits  of  a  fair  and  proper  comment;  but 
it  cannot  in  itself  prevent  the  matter  beiug  libellous. 

(a)  2F.fF.  71. 
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In  TwmbuU  v.  Bird  (a)  it  was  assamed  that  a  peraon 
who  entertained  the  belief  that  a  Roman  Catholic  would 
felsify  a  document  for  the  good  of  his  church,  might 
bring  forward  that  belief  in  commenting  upon  the 
question  whether  a  Roman  Catholic  should  hold  a 
particular  office ;  and  in  that  case  the  question  of  the 
bon&  fide  belief  of  the  defendant  might  be  a  proper 
ingredient  to  be  considered  in  determining  whether  the 
alleged  libel  was  in  excess  of  fidr  and  proper  comment 
or  not  But  Chief  Justice  Erk  does  not  say  that  the 
alleged  libel  was  a  privileged  communication  in  the 
strict  sense  of  the  word^  requiring  proof  of  actual  maUce : 
neither  does  he  say  that  honest  belief,  taken  by  itself, 
would  have  the  effect  of  making  it  not  an  unfair  comment 
or  not  a  libel.  In  Paris  v.  Levy  (ft)  if  the  jury  thought 
that  the  handbUl  commented  on  offered  an  inducement 
to  servants  to  commit  petty  thefts,  as  was  alleged  in  the 
article  complained  of,  that  also  might  be  an  ingredient  in 
considering  whether  the  article  was  a  fair  comment. 


M£LLoa  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  should 
be  unwilling  to  limit  the  right  of  a  writer  in  a  news- 
paper, or  any  other  individual,  to  canvass  any  scheme^ 
even  though  it  be  a  scheme  of  public  benevolence. 
But  giving  full  latitude  to  fidr  comment,  so  soon  as  a 
writer  imputes  that  the  person  proposing  the  scheme  is 
doing  it  from  a  base  and  sordid  motive,  and  is  putting 
forth  a  list  of  fictitious  subscribers,  in  order  to  delude 
others  to  subscribe,  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  within  the 
limits  of  fiiir  criticism. 

If  comment  is  beyond  the  limits  of  fair  criticism  it 
becomes  a  libel.     And  I  agree  that  the  question  in  this 

(a)  2F.#F.608.  (A)2F.<fJP'.71. 
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case  isj  libel  or  no  libel.  If  the  words  were  used  upon 
a  justifiable  occasion,  no  action  could  be  maintained ; 
for  the  interest  and  exigencies  of  society  require  that 
there  should  be  free  communication  between  parties  who 
have  a  duty,  either  moral  or  legal,  to  discharge  towards 
each  other,  as  in  the  common  case  of  a  master  giving  the 
character  of  a  servant,  in  which  defamatory  words  are 
privileged  unless  proved  to  be  false  and  malicious.  But  in 
the  present  case  there  was  no  legal  or  moral  duty  on  the 
writer  to  make  these  imputations  upon  the  plaintiff  The 
jury  found  that  the  comments  were  beyond  the  limits  of 
fair  criticism ;  I  think  they  were ;  and  it  would  be  very 
hard  if  an  action  could  not  be  maintained.  Suppose  an 
action  brought  against  a  person  for  a  libel,  containing  a 
serious  imputation  on  the  plaintiff's  character ;  and  the 
jury  think  that  the  party  making  it  honestly  believed 
it  to  be  true.  If  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  Mr. 
Bavill  prevailed,  what  would  be  the  effect  upon  the  cha- 
racter of  the  plaintiff?  He  could  not  clear  himself;  and 
it  would  be  said  that,  although  the  jury  had  not  found 
that  the  imputation  was  true,  they  found  that  the  person 
who  made  it  fairly  and  honestly  believed  it  to  be  well 
founded.  That  would  be  a  serious  hardship  on  the  per- 
son libelled.  And,  as  far  as  I  am  aware,  this  is  the  first 
time  it  has  been  contended  that  a  libel  which  imputes 
the  obtaining  of  money  under  false  pretences,  and  is  not 
excused  by  being  true,  nor  made  on  an  occasion  in  which 
the  exigencies  of  society  required  it,  is  excused  by  the 
fact  that  the  person  making  it  believed  it  to  be  true. 

I  therefore  concur  in  thinking  that  no  doubt  should  be 
left  on  the  point  by  granting  a  rule. 

Rule  refused. 
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^^^^'  Shbbborn  the  younger,   appellant,  Wells, 


respondent. 

Mttropclitan         The  owner  of  land  on  both  sidee  of  a  highway,  who  claimed  the 

Police  Act,  ST'ft^  *°^  herbage  growing  on  such  parts  of  it  as  were  not  graTelled.  pat 

2^3  Fict,  his  cattle  under  the  care  of  a  servant,  but  who  had  no  hold  of  them. 

c,  47.  s,  54.  to  graze  upon  it :  Held,  that  they  were  not  tamed  loose  within  the  mean- 

Cattle  "  loos^*  ing  of  The  Metropolitan  Police  Act,  2  &  3  Vict,  c.  47.  *.  64,  dauM  2. 
in  a  thorough' 
fare, 

/^ASE  stated  by  justices  under  the  20  &  21  F5rf. 

^  c.  43. 

The  appellant  was  convicted,  under  The  Metropolitan 
Police  Act,  2  &  3  Vict  c.  47.  s.  2.,  on  the  mformation 
of  police  Serjeant  fVells,  at  the  Petty  Sessions  Police 
Court  at  Sunbury,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  in  the 
penalty  of  ten  shillings  and  costs,  for  having,  on  the 
23d  June,  1862,  turned  loose  a  quantity  of  cattle,  to  wit, 
&c.,  in  a  public  thoroughfare  in  the  parish  of  Bedfont,  in 
the  said  county,  being  within  the  Metropolitan  Police 
District. 

The  police  serjeant  gave  evidence  that,  on  the  23d  June, 
1862,  his  attention  was  called  by  Mr.  Robert  Taylor,  of 
Bedfont,  to  a  number  of  cattle  that  were  loose  in  the  Stan- 
well  Road,  in  that  parish :  that  he  went  there  and  saw 
eleven  head  of  cow  cattle  belonging  to  the  appellant ; 
they  were  loose :  that  he  had  previously  seen  the  appel- 
lant about  the  cattle  being  loose,  and  cautioned  him,  and 
the  appellant  said  he  had  a  right  to  turn  out  there: 
some  of  the  cattle  were  grazing  and  some  were  lying 
down. 

The  appellant's  servant  had  the  care  of  and  was  near 
to  the  cattle  grazing  on  the  sides  of  the  highway ;  and 
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the  appellant  was  the  owner  of  the  land  on  both  sides        1S63. 
of  the  road^  and  claimed  the  grass  and  herbage  growing     Sherboeh 
on  such  parts  of  the  road  as  were  not  gravelled.  Wilm 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  Whe- 
ther the  justices  were  right  in  convicting  the  appel- 
lant, the  cattle  being  loose  and  in  the  care  of  a  servant 
who  had  no  hold  of  them,  either  by  halter  or  otherwise, 
notwithstanding  the  appellant's  claim  to  the  grass  and 
herbage  ? 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

C.  E.  Pollock,  for  the  appellant.— Stat  2  &  8  Vict, 
c,  47.  *.  54.  enacts  :  ''  That  every  person  shall  be  liiable 
to  a  penalty  not  more  than  40^.,  who,  within  the 
limits  of  the  Metropolitan  Police  District,  shall,  in  any 
thoroughfare  or  public  place,  commit  any  of  the  follow- 
ing offences,  (that  is  to  say,) 

'*  1.  Every  person  who  shall,  to  the  annoyance  of  the 
inhabitants  or  passengers,  expose  for  show  or  sale  (except 
in  a  market  lawfully  appointed  for  that  purpose),  or  feed 
or  fodder  any  horse  or  other  animal,'^  &c 

"2.  Every  person  who  shall  turn  loose  any  horse  or 
cattle,  or  suffer  to  be  at  Jarge  any  unmuzzled  ferocious 
dog,  or  set  on  or  urge  any  dog  or  other  animal  to  attack, 
worry,  or  put  in  fear  any  person,  horse,  or  other  animal. 

"  3.  Every  person  who  by  negligence  or  ill  usage  in 
driving  cattle  shall  cause  any  mischief  to  be  done  by 
such  cattle,  or  who  shall  in  anywise  misbehave  himself 
in  the  driving,  care,  or  management  of  such  cattle,  and 
also  every  person  not  being  hired  or  employed  to  drive 
such  cattle  who  shall  wantonly  and  unlawfully  pelt, 
drive,  or  hunt,  any  such  cattle." 

VOL.    III.  3   F  B.   &    s. 
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1863.  The  justices  oonstraed  the  word  "  loose*'  in  dause  2 

Sb£bborm  as  meaning  *'  physically  loose ;''  but,  looking  to  the  oon- 
Wklls  ^^^  ^he  enactment  only  requires  that  the  owner  or  his 
servant  should  have  the  care  and  control  of  the  cattle. 
Clause  1  enumerates  acts  done  to  the  annoyance  of 
passengers :  clause  2  extends  to  acts  done  whether  to 
the  annoyance  of  passengers  or  not.  In  clause  S, 
which  relates  to  the  driving  of  cattle,  it  cannot  haie 
been  intended  that  all  cattle  should  be  led  by  a  halter. 
The  Highway  Act,  5  &  6  »^.  4.  c.  50.  s.  74.,  which  is  in 
pari  materia,  only  empowers  the  surveyor  to  impound 
"  cattle  found  wandering,  straying,  or  lying,  or  being 
depastured,  on  any  highway  or  on  the  sides  thereof, 
without  a  keeper.'' 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  construc- 
tion contended  for  by  the  appeUant  is  right,  and  that 
the  Act  only  makes  it  an  offence  to  turn  cattle  loose,  so 
as  to  be  free  from  all  control  and  at  liberty  to  go  where 
they  will,  and  so  endanger  passengers  on  a  highway ; 
and  that  it  does  not  apply  where  cattle  are  turned  out 
under  the  care  of  a  servant  to  keep  them  from  wandering 
on  the  highway. 

Cbompton  J.  concurred. 

Blackburn  J.  The  Act  does  not  make  it  necessary 
that  the  control  over  the  cattle  on  the  highway  should 
be  by  means  of  a  halter. 

Mellob  J.  concurred. 

Conviction  quashed 
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1868. 


Evans  appellant,  Botterill  and  others,  respon-  Wednuday, 
dents.  '- 


Poaching, 
25  #  2lSVicU 

1.  Under  stat  25  ^  26  Vict,  e,  114.  s,  2.,  a  person  may  be  conyicted  c.  114.  s,  2. 

of  ha?mg  obtained  ^me  by  unlawfiilly  going  on  land  in  search  or  punuit    Circumstantial 
of  game  without  oTidence  of  bis  haying  been  on  any  particular  land.  evidence, 

2,  A  person  may  be  convicted  of  that  offence,  or  of  having  used  any 
net,  &c^  foir  unlawfully  killing  or  taking  game,  upon  circumstantial 
evidence.  • 

QASE  stated  pursuant  to  stat.  20  &  21  Fict.  c.  43. 
At  a  Petty  Sessions  holden  at  Northampton  for  the 
division  of  Northampton,  in  the  county  of  Northampton, 
the  respondents  were  chained  by  the  information  and 
complaint  of  the  appellant^  one  of  the  inspectors  of  the 
county  police,  for  that  they,  on  the  26th  October,  1862, 
at  &;c.,  were  searched  by  the  appellant,  one  of  the  con- 
stables for  the  county,  in  a  certain  h^hway  there,  called 
Cotton  Endf  he  having  good  cause  to  suspect  the  respond- 
ents of  coming  from  certain  land  where  they  had  been 
unlawfully  in  search  and  pursuit  of  game,  and  having  in 
their  possession  game  unlawfully  obtauied,  and  nets  used 
for  unlawfully  taking  game,  and  there  being  then  found 
upon  them  certain  game,  to  wit,  &c.,  and  also  seven  nets 
used  as  aforesaid,  which  he  the  said  constable  then  law- 
fully seized  and  detained,  and  prayed  that  the  respondents 
might  be  summone  dto  answer  the  said  information  and 
complaint. 

The  appellant  gave  evidence  that,  in  consequence  of 
information  received  by  him  that  several  persons  had 
lefl  Northampton,  having  nets  in  their  possession,  he, 
with  five  other  constables  for  the  county,  went  to  a  place 
called  Cotton  End,  expecting   that   the  parties  would 
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1863.        return  to  Northampton  that  way ;  that  about  6  o'clock 

'     £y^^,g        on  Sunday  morning  the  26th  October  he  saw  nine  men, 

among  whom  were  the  respondents,  coming  along  the 

public  highway  called  Cotton  End,  carrying  bags;  that 

he,  with  the  assistance  of  the  other  constables,  stopped 

and  searched  them,  and  found  in  the  bags  one  hare  and 

fifteen  rabbits^  and  also  seven  nets  and  scTeral  stakes 

used  for  the  purpose  of  fastening  down  the  nets  in  their 

possession,  and  that  he  seized  and  detained  the  game, 

nets  and  stakes.     No  evidence  was  given  either  of  the 

parties  having  entered  or  been  upon  any  land  in  search  or 

pursuit  of  game,  or  of  their  having  used  any  not  thereon. 

It  was  contended  by  the  appellant  that  the  mere  find- 
ing of  game  and  nets  in  the  possession  of  the  respondents 
was  sufficient  to  convict  them  of  having  game  unlawfully 
in  their  possession,  and  of  having  used  the  nets  unlaw- 
fully, under  stat  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  114.  s.  2. 

The  justices  being  of  opinion  that  some  evidence  should 
be  given  of  the  respondents  having  either  obtained  the 
game  by  unlawfully  going  on  land  in  search  or  pursuit 
of  game,  or  of  their  having  used  the  nets  for  unlawfully 
taking  game,  or  being  accessory  thereto,  dismissed  the 
complaint 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondents. 

Markham,  for  the  appeUant. — By  stat.  25  &  26  VicL 
c.  114.  s.  2.,  "It  shall  be  lawful  for  any  constable  or 
peace  officer  in  any  county,  borough,  or  place  in  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland,  in  any  highway,  street,  or  public 
place,  to  search  any  person  whom  he  may  have  good 
cause  to  suspect  of  coming  from  any  land  where  he 
shall  have  been  unlawfully  in  search  or  pursuit  of  game, 
or  any  person  aiding  or  abetting  such  person,  and  having 
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in  bis  possesion  any  game  unlawAiUy  obtained,  or  any  ISGS. 
gun,  part  of  gun,  or  nets  or  engines  used  for  tbe  killing  i^og 
or  taking  game,  and  also  to  stop  and  seareb  any  cart  or 
other  conveyance  in  or  upon  nrhicb  sucb  constable  or 
peace  officer  sball  bave  good  cause  to  suspect  tbat  any 
sucb  game  or  any  sucb  article  or  tbing  is  being  carried 
by  any  sucb  person,  and  sbould  tbere  be  found  any  game 
or  any  sucb  article  or  tbing  as  aforesaid  upon  sucb  per- 
son, cart  or  otber  conveyance,  to  seize  and  detain  sucb 
game,  article  or  tbing;  and  sucb  constable  or  peace 
officer  shall  in  sucb  case  apply  to  some  justice  of  tbe 
peace. fora  suminons  citing  sucb  person  to  appear  before 
two  justices  of  tbe  peace  assembled  in  Petty  Sessions  as 

provided  in"  stat.  18  &  19  VicL  c.  126.  *.  9 ; 

and  if  sucb  person  shall  have  obtained  sucb  game  by  un- 
lawfully going  on  any  land  in  search  or  pursuit  of  game, 
or  sball  have  used  any  sucb  article  or  tbing  as  aforesaid 
for  unlawfully  killing  or  taking  game,  or  sball  bave  been 
accessory  thereto,  sucb  person  sball,  on  being  convicted 
thereof,  forfeit  and  pay  any  sum  not  exceeding  five 
pounds,*'  &c.  In  Brown^  appt..  Turner,  respt.  (a),  it 
was  held  sufficient  if  tbere  was  circumstantial  evidence 
warranting  tbe  inference  that  the  persons  charged  bad 
obtained  tbe  game  by  unlawfully  going  on  land  in  search 
or  pursuit  of  game.  [Mellor  J.  There  the  justices,  by 
convicting  the  appellants,  found  the  fact  tbat  they  had 
been  on  some  land :  here  tbe  justices  decline  finding  tbat 
fact]  The  words  "  any  land/'  in  sect.  2,  do  not  mean 
"  any  particular  land.''  In  tbe  case  cited  Erie  C.  J.  says, 
p.  494,  "  It  was  not  necessary  to  prove  firom  whose  land 
the  rabbits  were  taken.  The  only  question  was,  whether 
they  had  been  unlawfully  taken  from  any  land." 

(n)  13  a  B,  N.  S.  48:k 
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1868.  CocKBURN  C.  J.    There  are  two  heads  of  offence  in 

Etahs  Beet.  2,  under  either  of  which  a  person  who  has  been 
BoTTERiLL.  stopped  by  a  constable,  and  in  whose  possession  any 
game,  or  any  article  or  thing  for  the  destruction  of  game 
has  been  found,  may  be  convicted :  viz.  the  having  ob- 
tained game  "  by  unlawfully  going  on  any  land  in  search 
or  pursuit  of  game/'  and  the  having  used  the  article  or 
thing  '*  for  unlawfully  killing  or  taking  game.''  In  the 
present  case  the  justices  might  convict  under  the  second 
head,  which  is  free  from  the  difficulty  of  producing  evi- 
dence that  the  parties  have  been  on  any  particular  land, 
and  is  therefore  independent  of  the  question  decided 
in  Brown,  appt.  Turner,  respt  (a) ;  for  here  was  evi- 
dence from  which  the  justices  might  infer  that  the 
respondents  had  used  the  poaching  instruments  found 
upon  them  for  unlawfully  killing  the  game  which  was 
also  found  upon  them.  But  upon  the  authority  of  Brown, 
appt.,  Turner,  respt.  (a),  from  which  I  see  no  reason  to 
dissent,  the  justices  might  also  convict  under  the  first 
head,  for  game  is  not  usually  found  upon  a  highway. 

Crompton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  cir* 
cumstances  in  the  present  case  were  an  excuse  to  the  con- 
stable for  having  arrested  and  searched  the  respondents, 
and  when  they  appeared  on  a  summons  before  the  justices 
there  was  evidence  on  which  they  might  have  convicted 
them  under  either  head  of  offence  in  stat.  25  &  26  Fid. 
c.  114.  s.  2.  In  Brown,  appt.,  Turner,  respt.  {a),  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that  it  was  sufficient  if 
there  was  circumstantial  evidence  from  which  the  justices 
might  infer  that  the  person  charged  had  been  on  some 
land  in  search  or  pursuit  of  game;  and  I  think  that 
(a)  13  a  B,  N.  a.  485. 
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that  is  the  right  construction  of  the  Act^  because,  where        1863. 
constables  stop  persons  in  the  dead  of  the  night,  under       eyaum 
such  circumstances  as  these,  it  may  be  impossible  to    g^^'j^ij^ 
predicate  that  they  have  been  on  any  particular  land ; 
and,  in  creating  the  second  head  of  offence,  sect.  2  does 
not  mention  that  the  nets  or  other  instruments  should 
have  been  used  on  land  at  alL 

If  this  be  the  right  construction  of  the  section,  there 
was  evidence  on  which  the  justices  might  have  found 
that  the  respondents  had  been  unlawfully  on  land 
in  pursuit  of  game,  and  that  they  had  been  using 
nets  for  unlawfully  taking  game,  because,  as  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  said,  it  is  reasonable  to  infer  that  the 
game  was  the  produce  of  the  use  of  the  nets.  And  it 
is  important  to  decide  both  points,  because  there  may 
be  cases  in  which  persons  are  stopped  having  game  in 
their  possession  without  nets,  and  cases  also  of  their 
having  nets  without  game.  But  the  justices  were  not 
bound  to  act  upon  the  evidence,  and  therefore  the  case 
ought  to  go  back  to  them  to  inquire  whether  they  are 
satisfied  upon  it  that  the  respondents  were  guilty  of  one 
or  other  of  these  offences. 

Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is 
sufficient  if  there  was  evidence  leading  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  persons  charged  had  been  on  any  land  in  search 
or  pursuit  of  game,  or  that  they  had  used  a  net  or  other 
instrument  for  killing  or  taking  any  game.  But  I  wish 
to  draw  attention  to  this,  that  the  language  of  sect  2, 
creating  the  offence,  is  '*  if  such  person  shall  have  ob- 
tained such  game  by  unlawfully  going  on  any  land  in 
search  or  pursuit  of  game,  or  shall  have  used  any  such 
article  or  thing  as  aforesaid  for  unlawfully  killing  or 
taking  game,''  and  the  justices  ought  not  to  convict 
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1863.  unless  they  are  satisfied  that  the  parties  chafed  baTe 
E^I^i  heen  on  land,  or  have  used  nets  or  other  instruments 
BowTERiLL.  ^^^  those  purposes.  The  evidence  in  the  present  case  is 
sufficient^  though  not  conclusive,  to  justify  a  conviction 
for  obtaining  game  by  unlawfully  going  on  land,  and 
also  for  using  nets  for  unlawfully  taking  game.  The 
force  of  the  evidence  may  depend  very  much  upon  the 
place  and  hour  where  persons  are  met.  But  there  is  no 
presumption  of  law  or  fact,  merely  because  persons  are 
possessed  of  game  or  nets  at  a  suspicious  time  and  place, 
that  they  have  been  guilty  of  either  of  the  oflfences. 

Mellor  J.  In  the  Vacation  I  ordered  the  justices  to 
state  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  and  my  first 
impression  was  that  the  conviction  must  allege  that  the 
party  had  obtained  the  game  by  unlawfully  going  on  some 
particular  land.  But,  upon  looking  at  the  statute  more 
closely,  I  agree  in  the  opinion  of  the  rest  of  the  Court 
The  early  part  of  sect.  2  enables  a  constable,  on  reason- 
able grounds  of  suspicion,  to  search  persons  *'  coming  fit>m 
any  land"  where  they  have  been  unlawfully  in  search  or 
pursuit  of  game :  there  the  expression  "  any  land"  is 
used  generally,  and  it  must  be  so  read  in  the  latter  part 
of  the  section. 

I  also  agree  with  my  brother  Blackburn  that,  in  the 
present  case,  though  there  is  strong  evidence  from  which 
the  justices  might  infer  that  either  offence  had  been 
committed,  tl:ey  are  not  bound  to  do  so. 

Markham  stated  that  the  appellant  was  content  with 
the  expression  of  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  and  did  not 
wish  the  case  to  be  sent  back  (a). 

(a)  See  Beg.  v.  JarraU,  on  stat  24  &  25  VicU  e.  96.  *.  58.,  1  M* 
cj"  Cave,  301.  304.  306,  per  Crompton  J.  and  Poilock  C.  B. 
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The  Overseers  of  Peeston,  appellants,  The      Wednesday, 
Overseers  of  Blackburn,  respondents.  ^ 


Residence  in 


Stat.  24&  25  Vict  c.  55.,  passed  on  IstAuffust,  1861,  by  sect  1  enacts,   union, 
that  '*  after  the  25th  day  oi  March  next  the  period  of  three  years  shall  be   Irremowibility, 
Bubstitated  for  that  of  fire  years  spedfied  in  the  1st  section  of  "  stat.  9  &  10   24  ^  25  Vict, 
Vict,  c,  66.,  '*and  the  residence  of  a  person  in  any  part  of  a  union  shall  c,  55.  «.  1. 
have  the  same  effect  in  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  section  as  a 
residence  in  any  parish :   Held,  that  a  pauper,  who,  on  the  14th  March, 
1862,  when  an  order  of  remoyal  was  made,  had  resided  three  years  in 
a  union,  of  which  eighteen  months  next  before  the  application  for  the 
order  were  in  the  township  of  B.,  and  more  than  three  years  prior  to 
those  eighteen  months  were  in  the  township  of  L,,  could  not  be  removed 
under  it  after  the  Act  passed. 

C  FECIAL  case  stated  by  consent  under  stat  12  &  13 

Vici.  c.  45.  s.  11. 

An  order  for  the  removal  of  Edward  Maulden  and  his 
wife  Annice,  and  their  child  Sarahs  from  the  town- 
ship of  Blackburn  to  the  township  of  Preston,  both  in 
the  county  of  Lancaster,  was  made  on  the  14th  March, 
1862.  On  the  2lBt  of  April  grounds  of  removal  and 
notice  of  chargeability  were  duly  sent  by  the  overseers 
of  Blackburn  to  the  overseers  of  Preston.  On  the  13th 
of  May  the  overseers  of  Blackburn  received  due  notice 
of  appeal  against  the  order. 

The  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  Edward 
Maulden  and  his  wife  and  child^  at  the  time  when  the  order 
of  removal  was  made^  was  in  the  appellant  township^  as 
was  duly  stated  in  the  examination,  and  in  the  grounds 
of  removal  upon  which  the  order  was  made.  The  pau- 
per had  resided  in  the  township  of  Blackburn  continu- 
ously for  eighteen  months  next  before  the  application 
for  the  order  of  removal.  For  more  than  three  years 
prior  and  up  to  the  commencement  of  those  eighteen 
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•  Oyerseersof 
Prvstor 

▼. 
OveraeerB  of 
Blackburx. 


months,  he  had  resided  contiiiitonsly  in  the  township  of 
Lwesey^  in  the  same  county.  The  township  of  LioeMey, 
and  the  township  of  Blackburn  were,  during  all  the  times 
aforesaid,  comprised  and  included  within  the  BladAum 
Poor  Law  Union  in  that  county,  so  that  the  pauper  had 
resided  continuously  within  the  Blackburn  Poor  Law 
Union  for  more  than  three  years  next  before  the  appli- 
cation for  the  order  of  removaL 

The  appellants  contended  that  stat.  24  &;  25  VkL 
c.  55.  has  a  retrospective  effect,  and  that  the  continu- 
ous residence  of  the  pauper  in  the  Blackburn  Union 
for  three  years  and  upwards  next  before  the  apphca- 
tion  for  the  order,  though  he  had  not  resided  three 
years  in  the  township  of  Blachburni  which  is  comprised 
in  the  Blackburn  Union,  did,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
order,  prevent  his  removal  to  the  place  of  his  last  legal 
settlement,  namely  the  township  of  Preston* 

The  respondents  contended  that  the  Act  is  to  be 
construed  only  prospectively  as  r^ards  a  union  resi- 
dence, and  in  that  respect  does  not  take  effect  until 
the  expiration  of  three  years  from  the  time  when  it 
came  into  operation,  and  that,  at  the  time  of  making 
the  order,  it  did  not  prevent  the  removal  of  the  pauper 
to  the  township  of  Preston. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  pauper  was 
at  the  time  of  making  the  order  removable,  the  order  was 
to  be  confirmed ;  but  if  otherwise,  the  order  was  to  be 
quashed. 


Maule,  for  the  respondents.— Stat.  24  &  25  Viet.  c55. 
s,  1.,  which  received  the  Royal  assent  on  the  1st  of 
August,  I86I9  enacts  "  that  after  the  25th  day  oi March 
next  the  period  of  three  years  shall  be  substituted  for 
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that  of  five  years  specified  in  the  first  section  of  the        ^863 
statute''  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66. :  that  dause,  if  it  stood  alone. 


Overseen  of 

would  be  retrospective  and  apply  to  cases  in  which  resi-      Prestoh 


V. 


dence  commenced  before  the  passing  of  the  Act :  but  the  Oreneers  of 
section  proceeds^  '^  and  the  residence  of  a  person  in  any 
part  of  a  union  shall  haye  the  same  effect  in  reference 
to  the  provisions  of  the  said  section  as  a  residence  in 
anyjparish."  The  latter  clause  creates  a  new  mode  of 
acquiring  irremovability,  and  the  residence  4nust  com- 
mence after  the  25th  of  March,  1862:  thatclause therefore 
is  not  retrospective.  [Crompton  J.  Can  one  clause  of  the 
section  be  retrospective  and  the  other  not?]  Stat.  9  & 
10  Vict  c.  66.  s,  1.,  which  enacts  '*  that  from  and  after 
the  passing  of  this  Act  no  person  shall  be  removed,  nor 
shall  any  warrant  be  granted  for  the  removal  of  any  person, 
from  any  parish  in  which  such  person  shall  have  resided 
for  five  years  next  before  the  application  for  the  warrant,'* 
is  retrospective  in  its  terms ;  Reff,  v.  The  Inhabitajitz  of 
Glossap  (a),  Reff,  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Pancras  (b)  ; 
and  if  the  Legislature  had  intended  the  present  clause 
to  be  retrospective,  it  would  have  been  so  expressed. 
They  have  not^  as  in  the  first  clause,  said  that  residence 
in  a  union  shall  be  ''substituted''  for  residence  in  a 
parish.  [Crompton  J.  They  have  not  used  that  term 
for  the  sake  of  avoiding  the  inelegance  of  repetition, 
but  they  must  have  meant  substitution.] 

By  Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  110.  s.  8.  the  costs  of  a 
pauper  who,  not  being  settled  in  the  parish  where  he 
resides,  is  irremovable  by  virtue  of  stat.  9  &  10  Fict  c.  66. 
s.  1.,  are  to  be  charged  to  the  common  fund  of  the  union. 
Under  stat  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  55.  s.  1.  residence  for 
three  years  in  a  union  confers  irremovability.  But 
no  person  can  have  a  settiement  in  a  union ;  and  there- 
(a)  12  C  A  117.  (6)  /rf.  129. 
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1868.        fore  residence  in  the  union  would  not  render  the  com- 

Oyerseers  of    ^^^  ^^^^  of  the  union  liable.     In  the  present  case  no 

KK8T0N      residence  for  three  years  has  been  had  in  the  township 

bII'^b^i,^^.    of  Blackburn,  but  only  in  the  union  containing  that 

township^  and  thus  the  union  fund  will  not  come  in  aid 

of  the  township,  where  the  pauper  has  become  chargeable 

and  irremovable  only,  and  has  not  resided  for  three  yearp. 

This  defect^  which  throws  the  cost  of  relief  on  the  parish 

or  township^  suggests  the  intention  of  the  Legislatare  to 

postpone  the  commencement  of  the  three  years  of  union 

residence  until  after  the  2dth  March,  1862,  that  this 

anomaly  may  be  rectified. 

Patchett,  for  the  appellants,  was  not  called  upon* 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  The  first  part  of  stat.  24  &  25  Vid. 
c.  55.  #.  1.,  by  which  the  Legislature  substituted  three 
years  for  five  years  in  stat.  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66.  #.  I., 
under  which  irremovability  is  acquired  by  residence,  is 
retrospective.  In  the  same  section  the  Legislatare  has 
enlarged  the  area  within  which  residence  confers  irre- 
movability ;  and  I  cannot  conceive  any  reason  why,  as 
soon  as  residence  in  any  part  of  a  union  has  the  same 
effect  as  residence  in  a  parish,  the  time  of  its  taking 
effect  should  be  i)ostponed  because  the  time  of  the  enact- 
ment coming  into  operation  is  postponed ;  or  why  the 
latter  part  of  the  section  should  not  be  retrospective  as 
well  as  the  former.  The  pauper  therefore  could  not  be 
removed,  and  the  order  must  be  quashed. 

Crompton,  Blackburn  and  Mellor  JJ.  concurred. 
Order  of  removal  quashed  (a). 

{a)  See  The  Overseers  of  Sal/ard,  appta.,  T%e  Overseers  of  Manchester, 
respts.,  ant€,  p.  599. 
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1863. 


The  Overseers  of  Scriven  with  Tentebgate,    ^^^^^^ 
appellants,  Fawcett,  respondent.  ■ — 


^  The  parish  of  K.  comprises  several  townships,  of  which  5.  is  one.    The  Po<yr  Bate. 

Ticarial  tithes  of  K,  were  commuted  at  86/.  Xia.  4d.,  the  amount  of  which  6  ^  7  ^.  4. 

apportioned  to  8.  was  6(W.  U.  4d.    The  vicarage  was  also  endowed  with  c,  96. 

giehe  in  the  parish  of  K.,  but  not  in  the  vicar's  pastoral  charge,  and  with  Tithe  commu- 

the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  glebe  invested  in  the  funds,  together  amount-  tation  rent 

ing  to  30CV. :  Held,  that  in  assessing  the  tithe  commutation  rent  charge  charge, 

in  &.  to  the  poor  rate,  under  stat.  6  &  7  W.4,e,  96.,  the  salair  of  a  curate  Curate's 

necessarily  employed  by  the  vicar  of  K.  for  the  proper  discharge  of  the  salary. 

ecclesiastical  duties  of  the  parish  should  not  be  deducted  from  the  tithe  Apportion' 

rent  charge  alone,  but  should  be  charged  upon  the  aggregate  of  all  the  meni. 
annul  proventus  of  the  vicarage. 

Q  FECIAL  case  stated  by  consent,  under  stat.  12  &  13 
Vict.  c.  45.  s.  11. 

At  a  Special  Sessions  for  hearing  appeals  against  poor 
rates  holden  in  and  for  the  wapentake  of  Clara,  in  the 
West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  on  the  28d  October,  1861, 
the  Rev.  James  Fawcett,  clerk,  the  vicar  of  the  parish  of 
Knaresborough,  appealed  against  a  rate  made  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor  of  the  .township  of  Scriven  with  Tentergate, 
in  that  riding  and  parish,  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  the  township,  on  the  17th  September,  1861.  The 
parish  of  Knaresborough  comprises  several  separate  town- 
ships, of  which  Striven  with  Tentergate  is  one. 

In  the  poor  rate  for  the  township  of  Scriven  with 
Tentergate  the  respondent  was  thus  assessed  : — 


Small  tithes  and 
glebe  Iand« 


(>ros8  estimated 
rental. 

X6U    0    0 


Bateuble 
value. 


£35    0    0 


Rate  at  U.  in 
the£ 


£1  15    0 
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1863.  There  was  no  glebe  land  in  the  townahig  to  be  rated. 

OrerMewof"       ^  ^^^  P*'*  ®^  *^®  respondent  it  was  alleged  that  this 

ScMv»wiTH  assessment  was  excessive  on  the  gronnd  that  the  salary 

▼•  which  he  paid  to  his  stipendiaiy  curate,  viz.  100/.  a  year, 

exceeded  the  amount  deriyed  by  him  from  his  oommn- 

tation  rent  chai^,  and  it  was  proved  that  the  amount 

for  which  the  vicarial  tithes'payable  to  the  respondent,  as 

vicar  of  Knaresboro/ugh,  were  commuted  was  86/L  \Zs.  4d., 

and  that  the  net  annual  value  thereof  was  7021    The 

amount  of  the  forgoing  commutation  rent  charge  is 

apportioned  among  five  of  the  townships  comprised  in 

the  parish  of  Knaresborough  as  follows : — 

Amoimt  of  commutation  rent  charge  in  £    s.  d, 

Serwen  with  TentergaU            -             -  60    1    4 

y,    in  Knaresboraugh  -             -             -  20    0   0 

„    in  BiUon   -            -             -            -  0  18    4 

„    in  Ferrensby           -             -            -  5  18    8 

„    in  Brearim  6s.  Sd.,  but  not  collected  0    0    0 

Making  a  total  of  -        86  13   4 

The  vicarage  is  also  endowed  with  glebe 
as  follows : — 

Sionefatt  Farm,  situate  in  the  township 
of  Bilton  with  Harrogate,  in  the  parish 
of  Knaresbarmtgh  in  a  separate  ecclesi- 
astical district,  and  not  in  the  pastoral 
charge  of  the  vicar,  producing  an  annual  £ 
rent  of  -  -  -  -  180 

Arkendale  Farm,  in  the  parish,  but  not 
in  the  vicar's  pastoral  charge,  producing 
an  annual  rent  of        -  -  -  36 

Proceeds  of  the  sale  of  glebe  now  invested 
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by  the  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners  in  1868. 

OroneerB 

.  SOBITBMW 

^  TSMTEBOi 

800    0    0     r,;-„. 


the  funds,  and  producing  an  annual  in-  OreneerB  of 

come  of        -  -  .  .  de84  Temteboati 


Total  income  of  the  vicarage        -  -£386  13    4 


Less  the  difference  of  IQL  \Zi.  4id.  between  the 
amount  of  the  commuted  tithe  rent  charge  and  the 
net  annual  receipts,  the  difference  being  occasioned  by 
expenses  of  collection  and  occasional  losses.  The 
amount  of  the  rental  of  the  glebe  lands  is  clear  of  all 
tenants'  rates  and  assessments. 

The  farms,  Stonefall  and  Arhendale,  are  not  in  the 
pastoral  charge  of  the  vicar,  but  located  in*  a  separate 
ecclesiastical  district  formed  out  of  the  parish  of  Knares- 
borough.  These  farms  are  assessed  to  the  poor  and  other 
rates  of  the  respective  townships  of  BiUon  with  Harrogate 
and  Arhendale,  There  is  a  chapel  of  ease  in  Knares- 
borough,  which  was  erected  in  1856,  without  any  endow- 
ment, and  there  is  also  a  chapel  of  ease  at  Breartan, 
four  miles  from  the  parish  church  of  Knaresborough. 
There  are  three  full  services  at  the  parish  church  on 
every  Sunday,  one  on  Friday  morning,  and  one  on 
fFednesday  evening.  At  Trinity  Chapel  there  are  t^wo 
full  services  every  Sunday,  and  one  every  Thursday 
evening,  and  at  Brearton  there  is  one  service  on  Sunday 
afternoon.  There  are  two  curates  for  the  parish,  one 
paid  by  the  vicar,  the  other  provided  by  T/ie  Church 
Pastoral  Aid  Society.  The  population  of  the  parish  is 
nearly  6500. 

The  respondent  claims  to  be  entitled,  for  the  purpose 


V. 

Fawcstt. 
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1863.  of  ascertaining  the  rateable  value  of  his  rent  charge 
Oreraeora  of  within  the  meaning  of  The  Parochial  Assessments  Act, 
®XmtkrJ1t7  6  &  7  fF.  4.  c.  96.,  or  otherwise,  to  reduce  the  sum  to 
be  ascertained  as  the  gross  estimated  rental  thereof,  by 
the  sum  of  100/.,  the  curate's  salary,  and  thereby  re- 
ducing his  assessment  in  the  township  of  Scrmen  with 
Tenter ffate  to  a  nominal  assessment,  the  salary  paid  by 
the  respondent  to  his  curate  exceeding  the  wbole  of  his 
rent  charge  in  the  parish  by  the  sum  of  13/.  6t.  &/.,  and 
of  his  net  annual  receipts  from  the  tithe  rent  charge  by 
the  sum  of  30/. 

The  appellants,  on  the  other  hand,  claim  to  be  entitled 
to  apportion  the  amount  of  the  curate's  salary  on  the 
whole  income  of  the  vicarage,  namely  386/.  13«.  4^., 
derived  from  the  rentcharge,  the  glebe,  and  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  glebe  now  invested  by  the  Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners  in  the  funds,  and  they  have  accordingly 
allowed  and  deducted  a  competent  sum  for  that  purpose 
from  60/.  Is.  4c/.,  the  gross  estimated  rental  of  the  rent 
charge  arising  in  their  township.  Should  the  rent  chai^ 
be  the  only  part  of  the  incumbent's  income  from  which 
the  curate's  salary  is  to  be  primarily  deducted,  the  appel- 
lants insist  that  the  gross  amount  of  the  rent  charge, 
namely  S6L  13«.  4d.,  does  not  justify  the  respondent  in 
engaging  a  curate  to  assist  him,  but  imposes  upon  him 
the  necessity  of  personally  performing  the  duties  of  his 
cure ;  upon  the  ground  that  the  employment  of  a  stipen- 
diary curate  must  be  regulated  with  relation  to  the  value 
of  the  incumbency,  and  that  an  income  of  86/1  18^.  4d, 
the  gross  value  of  the  rent  charge,  is  too  small  to  entitle 
the  incumbent  to  claim  a  deduction  from  the  rateable 
value  of  the  rent  charge  in  respect  of  his  curate's  salary, 
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The  justices  made  an  order  relieving  tlie  respondent        1863. 
entirely  finom  the  assessment^  after  deducting  from  the    Overeeew  of 
rate  the  amount  of  the  curate's  salary.  tSSbJIt." 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are :  _    ^« 

First,  are  the  appellants  right  in  apportioning  the 
curate's  salary  on  the  sum  of  886/.  18«.  4d.,  the  in- 
come derived  by  the  respondent  from  his  vicarage,  and 
deducting  a  relative  proportion  of  such  salary  from  the 
smn  of  60L  Is.  4d.y  the  amount  of  the  rent  charge  arising 
in  their  township ;  or,  is  the  respondent  entitled  to  have 
his  assessment  reduced  to  a  nominal  assessment  by  rea- 
son of  the  salary  paid  to  his  curate  exceeding  the  amount 
of  the  respondents  rent  charge  ? 

Seccmdly,  should  the  Court  be  of  opinion  that  the 
salary  can  only  be  apportioned  on  the  rent  charge,  and 
not  upon  the  income  derived  by  the  respondent  from 
his  glebei  and  from  the  investment  in  the  funds,  is  the 
rent  charge  such  in  amount  as  to  entitle  the  incumbent 
to  daim  a  deduction  from  the  rateable  value  of  the  rent 
charge  in  respect  of  his  curate's  salary,  so  far  as  such 
rent  charge  extends  ? 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  salary  of 
the  curate  is  to  be  apportioned  on  the  whole  income  of 
the  vicarage;  or,  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
the  amount  of  the  rent  charge  precludes  the  respondent 
from  claiming  any  deduction  from  the  rateable  value 
of  the  rent  charge  in  respect  of  the  curators  salary, 
then  the  order  of  the  justices  is  to  be  quashed.  If 
the  Court  shall  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  the  order 
of  justices  is  to  be  confirmed  and  the  rate  reduced  to  a 
nominal  amount. 

F.  M.  White,  for  the  respondent. — The  necessity  for 
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Fawcbtt. 


800  EASTER  TERM. 

1863.  of  ascertaining  the  rateable  value  of  his  rent  charge 
Overseen  of  within  the  meaning  of  The  Parochial  Assessments  Act, 
t'm«m'1t7  6  &  7  fF.  4.  c.  96.,  or  otherwise,  to  reduce  the  sum  to 
be  ascertained  as  the  gross  estimated  rental  thereof,  hj 
the  sum  of  100/.,  the  curate's  salary,  and  thereby  re- 
ducing his  assessment  in  the  township  of  Scrwen  with 
Tenter ff ate  to  a  nominal  assessment,  the  salary  paid  by 
the  respondent  to  his  curate  exceeding  the  whole  of  his 
rent  charge  in  the  parish  by  the  sum  of  13/.  6$.  Sd.,  and 
of  his  net  annual  receipts  from  the  tithe  rent  charge  by 
the  sum  of  30/. 

The  appellants,  on  the  other  hand,  claim  to  be  entitled 
to  apportion  the  amount  of  the  curate's  salary  on  the 
whole  income  of  the  vicarage,  namely  386/.  13«.  4d., 
derived  from  the  rentcharge,  the  glebe,  and  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  glebe  now  invested  by  the  Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners  in  the  funds,  and  they  have  accordingly 
allowed  and  deducted  a  competent  sum  for  that  purpose 
from  60/.  la.  4d.,  the  gross  estimated  rental  of  the  rest 
chaige  arising  in  their  township.  Should  the  rent  chai^ 
be  the  only  part  of  the  incumbent's  income  from  which 
the  curate's  salary  is  to  be  primarily  deducted,  the  appel- 
lants insist  that  the  gross  amount  of  the  rent  charge, 
namely  S6L  13«.  4d.,  does  not  justify  the  respondent  Id 
engaging  a  curate  to  assist  him,  but  imposes  upon  him 
the  necessity  of  personally  performing  the  duties  of  his 
cure ;  upon  the  ground  that  the  employment  of  a  stipes 
diary  curate  must  be  regulated  with  relation  to  the  valne 
of  the  incumbency,  and  that  an  income  of  86/.  ISs.  Ui 
the  gross  value  of  the  rent  charge,  is  too  small  to  entitle 
the  incumbent  to  claim  a  deduction  from  the  ratetbk 
value  of  the  rent  charge  in  respect  of  his  curate's  salarji 


r 
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The  justices  made  an  order  relieving  the  respondent       i863. 
entirely  &om  the  assessment,  after  deductiog  from  the    oveweew  of 
rate  the  amount  of  the  curate's  salary.  xSteroTm 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  are :  ^- 

Firsts  are  the  appellants  right  in  apportioning  the 
curate's  salary  on  the  sum  of  886/.  Vds.  4d.,  the  in- 
come derived  by  the  respondent  from  his  vicarage,  and 
deducting  a  relative  proportion  of  such  salary  from  the 
sum  of  60L  Is.  4d.,  the  amount  of  the  rent  charge  arising 
in  their  township ;  or,  is  the  respondent  entitled  to  have 
his  assessment  reduced  to  a  nominal  assessment  by  rea- 
son of  the  salary  paid  to  his  curate  exceeding  the  amount 
of  the  respondent's  rent  charge  ? 
""         Secondly,  should  the  Court  be  of  opinion  that  the 
salary  can  only  be  apportioned  on  the  rent  charge,  and 
'     not  upon  the  income  derived  by  the  respondent  from 
'     his  glebe,  and  from  the  investment  in  the  funds,  is  the 
i^'  '•    rent  charge  such  in  amount  as  to  entitle  the  incumbent 
i:-^'^   to  claim  a  deduction  from  the  rateable  value  of  the  rent 
lv  '''  charge  in  respect  of  his  curate's  salary,  so  far  as  such 
;  .^  ^  rent  chaise  extends  ? 

>c  ^  If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  salary  of 
^'^  the  curate  is  to  be  apportioned  on  the  whole  income  of 
j^  f-'  the  vicarage;  or,  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that 
'^i>  TtN'  the  amount  of  the  rent  charge  precludes  the  respondent 
.r^iici  Vom  claiming  any  deduction  finom  the  rateable  value 
^e^^>f  the  rent  charge  in  respect  of  the  curate's  salary, 
^^eB^c^'hen  the  order  of  the  justices  is  to  be  quashed.  If 
i>oti'-  ^^  Court  shall  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  the  order 
^f  c^"  f  justices  is  to  be  confirmed  and  the  rate  reduced  to  a 
^fii^'  ominal  amount. 

.,  Q\^'  F.  M.  White,  for  the  respondent. — The  necessity  for 
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1863.  cnrate  deducted  from  the  amount  of  the  income  derired 
Overseen  of  fi^m  his  benefice ;  but^  assuming  in  the  present  case  that 
Tehteroaib  ^^^  curate  was  necessarily  employed  and  properly  paid, 
Faw^btt.  ^^®  "^cta  is  wrong  in  proposing  to  charge  the  stipend 
wholly  on  the  tithe  commutation  rent  charge.  We  tbink 
the  true  principle  of  that  decision  is,  that  the  stipend 
should  be  chained  upon  the  aggr^ate  of  all  the  annni 
prorentus  of  the  rectory  or  Ticarage,  and  not  upon  one 
portion  only.  In  the  present  case  a  new  element  is 
introduced,  Tis.,  that  (me  of  the  sources  of  the  income 
consists  of  glebe  &rms  situate  out  of  the  pastoral  charge 
of  the  respondent  as  vicar ;  and  I  cannot  help  feeling 
that  it  is  hard  on  the  townships  in  which  the  farms  are 
situate  that  they,  in  assessing  the  occupiers,  must  make 
a  deduction  in  respect  of  a  proportion  of  the  stipend  of 
a  curate  from  whose  services  they  derive  no  benefit 
But  this  is  so  exceptional  a  circumstance  that  we  think 
it  better  not  to  disturb  the  principle  which  we  think  is 
the  true  one. 

Croxpton,  Blackburn  and  Mbllob  JJ.  concurred. 

Order  quashed. 
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1863. 

Lord  LoNDESBOROUQH  against  Foster.  luuday, 

^  April  2Ut. 


Whflire  a  person  entitled  to  copyhold  tenements  in  fee,  who  had  never  chpykold. 
been  admitted,  and  nerer  sought  admission  to  them,  died,  having  devised  jdmission 
all  his  property  to  his  eldest  son  and  heir :  held,  ^ines. 

1.  That  on  the  admission  of  the  son  the  lord  was  entitlfld  to  two  tvi^^'. 
fines,  one  for  the  tenant's  own  admission,  and  the  other  as  if  his  Either  j/^f^i^^ 
had  been  admitted. 

2.  That  the  lord  was  not  estopped  from  claiming  this  on  the  ground 
that  the  property  was  held  in  trust,  and  that  he  had  admitted  some  of 
the  cestni  que  tnists  on  payment  of  the  accustomed  fines. 

npHIS  was  an  action  to  recover  money  due  to  the 
plaintiff  aft  lord  of  the  manor  of  Weighton  with 
Sh^tan,  in  the  county  of  York,  for  the  admission  of  the 
defendant  to  certain  customary  tenements  within  that 
manor. 

The  defendant  pleaded:  First.  Never  indebted. 
Second.  As  to  40/.  Ids.^  payment  into  Court  in  satis* 
faction. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea^  and  took 
the  40/.  19«.  out  of  Court  in  satisfaction  of  so  much  of 
the  causes  of  action. 

A  case  stated  by  an  arbitrator^  under  an  order  of  nisi 
prius  made  by  consent,  disclosed  the  following  facts. 

In  August f  1792,  the  premises  in  question  were  sur- 
rendered to  the  use  of  Fanny  Battle^  spinster,  in  fee, 
H.  G.  DakM  being  then  in  occupation.  In  Aprils 
1793,  she  married  WilUam  Appletan,  and  on  the  26th 
February,  1795,  surrendered  to  the  use  of  John  Foster 
and  H.  O.  Daks  in.  fee,  to  the  trusts  of  an  indenture  of 
the  same  date.  In  May,  1795,  she  surrendered  to  the 
use  of  her  will,  in  which  she  devised  the  premises  to  her 
husband  WiUktm  Appleton  for  life,  remainder  to  her  only 
child  Mary  Ann  Appletmi;  both  of  whom  were  admitted 
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1863.        tenants  accordingly  in  October,  1796,  H.  O.  Dalet  being 
Y^        still  in  occupation.     During  her  father's  life  Mary  Am 
BoBouoH      Appleton  married  John  Inman,  became  a  widow,  and, 
p  ^-  previous  to  stat.  7  ^.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  26-,  entered  on  the 

premises,  and  occupied  them  until  her  decease  about 
I860-  In  October,  1801,  //.  G.  Dales  surrendered  to  the 
une  of  John  Foster  and  William  Appleton,  on  the  trusts  of 
the  deed  of26thFe&rtfary,  1795.  JbAn  I^cw/ct- suryived  his 
co-trustee,  and  died  intestate  about  1808,  leaving  Richard 
Foster,  his  eldest  son  and  heir  at  law.  Richard  Foster 
was  never  admitted  nor  claimed  to  be  admitted  tenant  of 
the  premises ;  and  died  in  1854,  having  devised,  in  the 
same  year,  all  his  property  of  every  description  to  the 
defendant,  who  was  his  only  son  and  heir  at  law.  All 
the  above  mentioned  admissions  were  voluntary  on  the 
part  of  the  persons  admitted.  The  usual  fines  were  paid 
on  each.  The  defendant  being  desirous  of  disposing  of 
the  property,  sought  for  and  obtained  the  admission  in 
1860,  as  devisee  under  his  father's  will;  on  which  occa- 
sion the  plaintiff,  as  lord  of  the  manor,  claimed  two 
fines  from  him,  one  in  respect  of  his  own  admission,  and 
the  other  as  if  his  father  had  been  admitted. 

Brett,  for  the  plaintiff. — The  lord  of  the  manor  is 
entitled  to  this  double  fine*  Although  the  defendant  is 
heir  at  law  to  his  father,  he  takes  these  lands  as  devisee 
by  force  of  stat.  3  &  4  If.  4.  c.  106.,  sect.  8  of  which 
enacts:— "When  any  land  shall  have  been  devised,  by 
any  testator  &&,  to  the  heir  or  to  the  person  who  shall 
be  the  heir  of  such  testator,  such  heir  shall  be  consi- 
dered to  have  acquired  the  land  as  a  devisee,  and  not  by 
descend;  and  when  any  land  shall  have  been  limited,  by 
any  assurance  executed  &c.,  to  the  person  or  to  the 
heirs  of  the  person  who  shall  thereby  have  conveyed 
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the  same  land^  sncli  person  shaU  be  oonBidered  to  have 
acquired  the  same  as  a  purchaser  by  virtue  of  such  as- 
surance, and  shall  not  be  considered  to  be  entitled  thereto 
as  his  former  estate  or  part  thereof/'  And  bj  sect  4: 
— "  When  any  person  shall  have  acquired  any  land  by 
purchase  under  a  limitation  to  the  heirs  or  to  the  heirs 
of  the  body  of  any  of  his  ancestors,  contained  in  an 
assurance  fcc,  or  under  a  limitation  to  the  heirs  or  to 
the  heirs  of  the  body  of  any  of  his  ancestors,  or  under 
any  limitation  having  the  same  effect,  contained  in  a 
will  &C.,  then  and  in  any  of  such  cases  such  land  shall 
descend,  and  the  descent  thereof  shall  be  traced  as  if 
the  ancestor  named  in  such  limitation  had  been  the 
purchaser  of  such  land.''  And  by  stat.  7  fT.  4  &  1  Viet 
c.  26.  s.  4 : — "  Provided  alwajs  where  any  real  estate  of 
the  nature  of  customary  freehold  or  tenant  right,  or 
customary  or  copyhold,  might,  by  the  custom  of  the 
manor  of  which  the  same  is  holden,  have  be^  surren- 
dered to  the  use  of  a  will,  and  the  testator  shall  not  have 
surrendered  the  same  to  the  use  of  his  will,  no  person 
entitled  or  claiming  to  be  entitled  thereto  by  virtue  of 
such  will  shall  be  entitled  to  be  admitted,  except  upon 
payment  of  all  such  stamp  duties,  fees,  and  sums  of 
money  as  would  have  been  lawfully  due  and  payable  in 
respect  of  the  surrendering  of  such  real  estate  to  the  use 
of  the  will,  or  in  respect  of  presenting,  registering,  or 
enrolling  such  surrender,  if  the  same  real  estate  had 
been  surrendered  to  the  use  of  the  will  of  such  testator ; 
Provided  also,  that  where  the  testator  was  entitled  to 
have  been  admitted  to  such  real  estate,  and  might,  if  he 
had  been  admitted  thereto,  have  surrendered  the  same 
to  the  use  of  his  will,  and  shall  not  have  been  admitted 
thereto,  no  person  entitled  or  claiming  to  be  entitled  to 
such  real  estate  in  consequence  of  such  will  shall  be 
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entitled  to  be  admitted  to  the  same  real  estate  by  Tiriae 
thereof,  except  on  payment  of  all  sach  stamp  duties, 
fees,  fines,  and  sums  of  money  as  would  have  been  law- 
fully due  and  payable  in  respect  of  the  admittance  of 
such  testator  to  such  real  estate,  and  also  of  all  sach 
stamp  duties,  fees,  and  sums  of  money  as  would  hare 
been  lawfully  due  and  payable  in  respect  of  surrendering 
such  real  estate  to  the  use  of  the  will,  or  of  presenting, 
registering,  or  enrolling  such  surrender,  had  the  testator 
been  duly  admitted  to  such  real  estate,  and  afterwards 
surrendered  the  same  to  the  use  of  his  will :  all  which 
stamp  duties,  fees,  fine,  or  sums  of  money  due  as  afore- 
said shall  be  paid  in  addition  to  the  stamp  duties,  fees,  fine 
or  sums  of  money  due  or  payable  on  the  admittance  of 
such  person  so  entitled  or  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the 
same  real  estate  as  aforesaid/'  But  if  the  defendant 
even  did  come  in  as  heir  to  his  &ther,  it  would  make  no 
difference.  In  1  Scriven  on  Copyholds,  405,  8rd  ed. : — 
"  But  if  the  heir  of  a  copyholder  die  before  admission, 
his  heir  or  devisee  could  not  compel  admission,  except 
on  payment  of  a  double  fine  /'  citing  Morse  v.  Faulkner  (a). 
The  lord  is  not  estopped  firom  claiming  this  fine  in  con- 
sequence of  his  having  admitted  the  cestui  que  trusts, 
for  the  defendant  does  not  claim  under  them. 


Horace  Lloyd,  contra.—  The  lord  could  not  have  oom- 
peUed  the  devisor  to  come  in  for  admission  and  pay  a 
fine,  during  his  life,  and  therefore  cannot  now  require  of 
the  defendant,  either  as  his  heir  or  devisee^  to  pay  a  fine 
for  such  imaginary  admission.  The  lord  was  estopped  firom 
requiring  admission  of  Riehard  Foster,  in  consequence 
of  the  premises  having  been  full  by  the  lord's  acceptance 
of  the  cestui  que  trusts,  and  the  fines  taken  on  their 

(a)  1  Afut,  11. 1& 
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admissions.     [Crampton  J.     There  may  be  an  estoppel       1863. 
the  other  way.    When  the  defendant  comes  in,  is  he         ^^^ 
not  estopped  from  saying  that  he  does  not  take  through    •^"odoh 
Richard  Foster?    A  stranger  coming  in  on  the  rolls      j,  '• 
makes  no  difference.]     In  Garland  v.  Ahton  [a),  where 
the  surrenderee  of  a  remainder  in  a  copyhold  estate  died 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  it  was  held  that 
on  the  decease  of  the  tenant  for  life  the  heir  of  the 
surrenderee  was  entitled  to  be  admitted  on  payment  of 
a  single  fine.     Watson  B.  there  says,  p.  895  : — "  If  the 
heir  is  entitled  only  on  the  ground  that  the  ancestor 
was  entitled  to  be  admitted,  and  the  lord  could  have 
compelled  the  ancestor  to  come  in  and  pay  his  fine  on 
admittance,  the  heir  must  pay  a  double  fine :''  but  that 
dictum  must  be  understood  with  reference  to  cases  where 
the  fine  in  r^ular  course  would  have  been  payable  by 
the  ancestor. 

Brett  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

Coc&BUBN  CS.  J.  Our  judgment  must  be  for  the 
plaintiff.  Perhaps  the  defendant  could  not  have  com- 
pelled the  lord  to  admit  him ;  and  the  lord  on  his  part 
might  have  avoided  calling  on  the  father  to  come  in  and 
be  admitted.  But  when  the  defendant,  who  has  the 
l^al  estate,  comes  in  himself  for  admission,  the  lord 
may  say,  ''  I  will  admit  you,  but  will  claim  two  fines, 
one  in  respect  of  your  own  admission,  and  the  other  in 
respect  of  your  fetiher  as  if  he  had  been  admitted.'' 

Ckomfton  and  Blackbubn  J  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

{a)  3  if.  #  M  390. 
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Wednesday^ 
April  20th, 

Poor  rate. 
Railway, 
Rateable  value. 
ToU  paid  for 
passenqera 
carriea  over 
another  rail- 
way. 


The  Queen  against  The  Vestry  and  Church- 
wardens of  St.  Pancras. 

The  appellants'  railway,  after  passing  through  the  respondent  am<Mig 
other  parishes,  joined  the  L.  and  S.  Railway,  which  formed  the  odIt 
access  and  outlet  of  their  railway  to  and  finom  L.  By  deed  dated  14th 
April,  1857,  the  appellants  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  carry  their  txmffic 
over  the  L.  and  B.  Railway  upon  the  terms  of  paying  to  the  L.  and  B. 
Company  a  certain  toll  for  every  passenger.  The  appellants  aocordingiy 
conyeyea  their  passengers  in  trains  consisting  of  their  own  carriagva, 
along  their  line  and  oyer  the  L.  and  B.  line,  diazging  but  one  fare  for 
conyeying  a  passenger  firom  any  part  of  their  line  to  any  other  part  of 
their  line,  or  to  any  part  of  the  L.  and  B.  line,  and  paid  to  the  L.  and  B. 
Company  the  agreed  tolls.  On  appeal  against  a  poor  rate,  held  that,  in 
ascertaining  the  rateable  value  of  the  appellants*  railway  in  the  re- 
spondent parish,  the  tolls  paid  to  the  L.  and  B.  Railway  Company  should 
first  be  deducted. 

/^N  appeal  to  the  Middlesex  Quarter  Seaaiona  against 
a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St. 
Pancras,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  made  the  19th 
Marchf  1859^  by  the  vestry  and  churchwardens  of 
that  parish,  wherein  The  North  London  Railway  Com^ 
pany  were  assessed  on  a  rateable  value  of  4000/.,  the 
Quarter  Sessions  amended  the  rate  by  reducing  that 
sum  to  595/.,  subject  to  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  this 
Court 

In  that  rate  the  property  occupied  by  the  appellants 
within  the  parish  was  described  as  ^  Land  on  which  the 
railway  is  formed,  and  embankments,  viaducts,  arches, 
bridges  and  stations :"  its  name  or  situation  "  From 
Maiden  Lane  to  the  west  side  of  Hampstead  Road  :'*  the 
gross  estimated  rental  was  4444/1,  and  the  rateable  value 
4000/. 

The  appellants  duly  appealed  against  the  rate  upon 
the  grounds,  amongst  others,  that  they  were  rated  at  a 
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higher  and  greater  amount  than  they  ought  to  have        1863. 
been,  and  were  over  rated  in  respect  of  their  rateable    The  Qoeeh 
property  in  the  parish.  y  J;^,  ^P 

The  appellants  are  the  owners  of  a  line  of  railway  St.  PAwcaAi. 
which,  for  the  purposes  of  the  case,  was  to  be  taken  to 
commence  at  a  place  known  as  the  Rampstead  Road 
Terminus  of  the  North  London  Railway,  and  after  pass- 
ing through  the  parishes  of  St  Pancras,  St  Mary, 
IsKngton,  and  Hackney y  to  end  at  a  place  in  the  parish 
of  Bow,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  called  "  The  Bow 
Junction,'*  where  it  joins  a  system  of  railways  the  pro- 
perty of  The  London  and  Blackwatt  Railway  Company, 
and  which  form  the  only  access  and  outlet  of  the  North 
London  Railway  to  and  from  the  city  and  adjacent  parts 
of  London.  The  North  London  Railway  to  the  point  of 
junction,  and  the  London  and  Blackwall  Railway  from 
thence,  together  form  a  continuous  line  of  railway  to  the 
city.  The  London  and  Blackwall  Railway  extends  west- 
ward from  Bow  Junction  to  Fenchurch  Street,  in  the  city 
of  London,  where  the  London  and  Blackwall  Company 
have  a  piincipal  central  station,  and  also  extends  east- 
ward from  Stepney  to  Blackwall,  and  other  places  also 
eastward.  Tiie  North  London  Railway  to  Bow  Junction 
is  7}  miles  long.  The  London  and  Blackwall  Railway, 
from  the  Bow  Junction  to  Fenchurch  Street,  is  1|  miles 
long.  The  part  of  the  North  London  Railway  which  is 
within  the  parish  of  the  respondents  is  96  chains  in  length. 
The  London  and  Blackwall  Company,  by  their  Acts, 
6  &  7  ^.  4.  c.  cxxiii.  and  9  &  10  Vict  c.  cclxxiii.,  are 
empowered  to  demand  and  receive  a  toll  not  exceeding 
9d,  for  every  person  conveyed  over  their  railway.  A  very 
large  portion  of  the  value  of  and  source  of  proSt  to  the 
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1863.        North  London  Railway  is  its  access  and  outlet  by  meaos 
The  QuEur    o^  ^^  London  and  BlackwaU  Railway  to  Fenchurck  Street 
Vestry  of      ^^  ^^^  7^^  1^57  the  appellants  entered  into  an  agree- 
St.  Panoilu.    njent  by  deed  with  The  London  and  BlackwaU  BMbDoj 
Company,  dated  14th  Aprii,  1857.     (A  copy  of  this  deed 
was  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  case.)     By  this  the  appel- 
lants were  to  be  at  liberty  to  carry  their  traffic  over  the 
London  and    BlackwaU  Railway  to  Fenckwrch  Street^ 
Stepney,  or  S/iadwell,  upon  the  terms  of  paying  to  the 
London  and  BlackwaU  Company  the  net  tolls  follow- 
ing^— on  every  single  journey  ticket  Id.  per  passengeri 
and  on  every  return  ticket  Id.  per  passenger, — ^with  a 
provision  that,  if  the  appellants  increased  their  fues 
beyond  certain  rates  therein  mentioned,  the  tolls  payable 
to  the  London  and  BlackwaU  Company  should  be  increased 
pro  rats  in  proportion  to  such  increased  rate.     From  the 
execution  of  the  deed  down  to  the  making  of  the  rate 
the  appellants  conveyed  their  passengers  in  trains  consist- 
ing of  their  own  carriages  along  the  North  London  line 
and  over  the  BlackwaU  line  to  Fenchurch  Street;  and 
(making  no  difference  between  long  distances  and  short 
distances)  charged  but  one  fare  for  conveying  a  passenger 
from  any  part  of  the  North  London  line  to  any  other  part 
of  the  North  London  line,  or  to  any  part  of  the  Block' 
wall  line.     The  fares  charged  by  the  appellants  during 
the  periods  aforesaid  were  for  the  first  class  passengers, 
single  ticket  6d.  and  return  ticket  9d. ;  for  the  second 
class  passengers  single  ticket  4d.,  return  ticket  6d.  (being 
the  rates  mentioned  in  the  agreement) :  and  out  ancl  in 
respect  of  each  of  such  fiEires  the  appellants  paid  to  the 
London  and  BlackwaU  Company  the  agreed  tolls  of  1(/. 
and  \\d.  provided  for  by  the  deed  of  1857. 
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In  estimating^  for  the  purposes  of  the  rate^  the  gross        1868. 
receipts  earned  by  the  appellants  in  respect  of  that  part    The  Qvbsh 
of  the  North  London  line  situate  in  the  respondents'      Veetryof 
parish,  the  appellants  charged  themselves  with  the  resi- 
due of  such  fiEures,  after  deducting  the  tolls  so  paid.     To 
this  the  respondents  objected,  and  contended  that  the 
appellants  were  not  entitled,  for  the  purpose  aforesaid^ 
to  deduct  those  tolls  from  the  gross  receipts :  but  the 
Sessions  allowed  the  deduction. 

The  appellants  also,  according  to  the  deed,  carried  all 
the  Bow  passenger  traffic  of  the  London  and  Blachwall 
Railway  to  and  from  Fenchurch  Street 

The  London  and  Blachwall  Company  brought  into 
account  for  assessment  the  sum  of  10,9097.9  received  by 
them  from  the  North  London  Company,  without  deduct- 
ing locomotive  expenses  or  locomotive  stock,  but  were 
not  actually  assessed  in  that  sum. 

The  Sessions  found  as  a  fact  that  the  payments  made 
by  the  appellants  to  the  London  and  Blachwall  Company 
were  reasonable,  and  reduced  the  rate  to  the  sum  of 
595iL 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were : — 

First.  Whether,  in  ascertaining  the  rateable  value  of 
the  subject  of  the  rate,  any  sum  should  be  deducted 
in  respect  of  the  payments  by  the  appellants  to  the 
London  and  Blachwall  Company. 

Second.  Whether,  if  any  sum  ought  to  be  deducted,  the 
sums  mentioned  in  the  agreement  payable  by  the  appel- 
ants  to  the  London  and  Blachwall  Company  for  passenger 
tolls  are  the  sums  that  ought  to  be  deducted. 

If  the  Court  should  answer  both  questions  in  the 
affirmative,  the  order  of  Sessions  and  amendment  were 
to  stand  confirmed. 
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1863.  If  the  Court  should  answer  either  question  in  the 

The  QuEKM  iiegative,  the  order  of  Sessions  was  to  be  quashed^  the 

VestoT  of  w^eudment  set  aside,  and  the  rateable  value  to  stand 

St.Paiicbas.  at  1685/. 

Fieldj  for  the  appellants. — The  sums  received  by  the 
appellants  for  the  couveyance  of  passengers  over  the 
London  and  Blackwall  Railway,  and,  in  pursuance  of 
the  deed  of  the  14th  April,  1857,  paid  by  them  to  the 
London  and  Blackwall  Company,  were  properly  deducted 
in  order  to  arrive  at  the  net  rateable  value  of  the  appel- 
lants' railway.  Those  sums  are  an  outgoing  which  a 
tenant  intending  to  take  the  North  London  Railway  on 
lease  would  have  to  pay  for  the  privilege  of  sending  pas- 
sengers over  the  London  and  Blackwall  Railway.  Also, 
they  are  rateable  to  the  parish  in  which  the  London  and 
Blackwall  line  is  situated ;  and  therefore  are  not  rate- 
able in  St.  Pancras.     [He  was  then  stopped.] 

Overend  and  Keane,  for  the  respondents.— First.  The 
privilege  of  using  the  London  and  Blackwall  Railway  is  to 
be  treated  as  a  landlord's  improvement.  If  the  appellants 
had  paid  a  gross  sum  for  that  privilege  they  would  not 
have  been  able  to  repay  themselves  by  deducting  a  por- 
tion of  every  &re  received  from  the  passengers  carried. 
If  the  hypothetical  landlord  had  purchased  the  privilege, 
a  tenant,  in  estimating  the  promts,  would  have  no  right 
to  deduct  the  interest  upon  the  purchase  money.  [Black- 
bum  J.  Suppose  the  occupier  of  a  market  garden  out- 
side one  of  the  turnpikes  near  London  entered  into  an 
agreement  for  a  composition  by  which  his  carts  should  go 
through  the  gate  free,  Mould  the  effect  of  that  be  to 
enhance  the  annual  rent  of  the  market  garden,  or  would 
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it  be  a  personal  privilege  ?]     Here  the  privilege  is  not        1863. 

purchased  by  the  tenant.    Suppose  the  owner  purchased    The  Queen 

the  right  of  going  through  the  gate  toll  free,  and  he      Vestry  of 

let  the  premises  with  that  right,  the  rent  would  be 

higher  on  that  account,  and  the  tenant  would  be  rated 

higher.      [^Cochbum  C.  J.     The  sums  in  question  are 

an  incidental  outgoing  on  which  the  tenant  can  get 

no  profit.     He  pays  them  in  the  shape  of  interest  to 

the  landlord  who  has  capitalized  the  purchase  money  of 

the  privilege.     Whether  the  supposed  landlord  bought 

it  in  the  first  instance,  or  whether  the  supposed  tenant 

pays  so  much  for  it  periodically,  it  is  a  payment  upon 

which  no  profit  arises  to  the  tenant,  and  must  be  taken 

out  of  the  account  before  the  profits  are  calculated.] 

Secondly.  Supposing  these  tolls  are  not  a  landlord's  im- 
provement, but  a  tenant's  outgoing,  they  should  not  be  de- 
ducted until  after  the  gross  receipts  have  been  estimated. 
When  that  has  been  done,  the  deductions  should  be 
distributed  over  all  th6  parishes  through  which  both 
railways  pass,  and  the  difierence  in  the  result  is  that  the 
rateable  value  of  the  appellants'  railway  in  the  respon- 
dent parish  will  be  1685/.  instead  of  595/.  The  appel- 
lants have  no  right  to  treat  the  sums  received  by  them 
for  the  London  and  Blackwall  Company  as  if  such  sums 
had  never  existed.  [Blackburn  J.  The  Parochial  Assess- 
ments Act,  6  &  7  W.  4f,  c.  96.,  does  not  mention  gross 
receipts.  Cockbum  C.  J.  These  tolls  are  no  pait  of 
the  gross  receipts  of  the  appellants :  they  are  received  by 
them  for  the  London  and  Blackwall  Company,  in  respect  of 
the  conveyance  of  passengers  over  their  railway.  The 
arrangement  between  these  two  Companies  is  the  same 
as  that  which  must  exist  between  several  different  Com- 
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panics  when  a  passenger  pays  his  fare  in  London  ;  e.  y.,  to 
TTie  London  and  North  fVuiem  Railway  Company^  for  a 
ticket  which  enables  him^  in  the  course  of  his  journey^ 
to  pass  over  the  lines  of  other  Companies.  The  pro- 
portion of  that  fare  taken  in  respect  of  the  other  lines 
would  not  be  taken  into  account  in  ascertaining  the 
rateable  value  of  the  London  and  North  WtMiem  Line. 
Crompton  J.  The  argument  for  the  respondents  must 
be  that  the  North  London  Railway  would  be  nothing 
without  the  London  and  BlackwaU  Railway.] 


CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  think  it  is  quite  dear  that  the 
Sessions  came  to  a  right  decision.  We  have  frequently 
had  ground  to  complain  of  the  inapphcability  of  the 
princifde  laid  down  in  The  Parochial  Assessments  Act, 
6  &  7  ^  4.  c.  96.J  to  the  case  of  railways ;  but  here 
the  principle  applies  very  well,  because  any  person  cal- 
culating the  yearly  value  of  the  North  London  railway  in 
the  parish  of  SU  Panerat  to  a  tenant  would  exclude 
from  consideration  the  toll  taken  by  the  appellants 
in  respect  of  that  portion  of  the  line  which  belongs 
to  the  London  and  BlackwaU  Company.  The  entire 
line  run  over,  between  the  Bamp$tead  Road  Terminus 
of  the  Norih  London  Company  and  the  Fenchureh  Street 
Station  of  the  London  and  BlackwaU  Company  consists  of 
two  distinct  railways.  The  North  London  Company,  but 
for  an  arrangement  with  the  London  and  BlackwaU  Com- 
pany, would  be  obliged  to  deposit  their  passengers  at 
the  end  of  their  railway ;  accordingly,  for  the  conveni- 
ence of  their  passengers,  and  also  with  a  view  to  attract 
passengers  to  their  own  line,  they  arrange  with  the  London 
and  BlackwaU  Company  to  send  on  their  passengers  to 
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the  London  terminus  of  the  latter  Company,  and  receive 
for  and  pay  to  that  Company  what  they  would  charge 
for  the  conveyance  of  the  passengers  over  their  railway. 
The  result  is  that  none  of  this  money  goes  into  the 
pockets  of  the  North  London  Company ;  and,  therefore, 
any  person  calculating  the  value  of  the  North  London  Line 
would  exclude  all  consideration  of  these  sums  seeing  that 
they  are  received  merely  on  behalf  of  the  London  and 
BtaekwaU  Company,  and  consequently  cannot  be  taken 
into  account  in  determining  what  a  tenant  from  year 
to  year  would  give.  And  the  justice  of  this  is  mani- 
fisat :  the  London  and  Bhtckwall  Company  are  rateable 
in  their  parish  in  respect  of  these  very  receipts  as  a 
source  of  profit  from  their  railway,  and  I  am  at  a  loss 
to  see  why  the  parish  of  St.  PancroM  should  have  the 
benefit  of  the  payments.  If  the  parish  of  St.  Pancras 
received  a  rate  in  respect  of  it  from  the  appellants,  and 
the  London  and  Blaekwall  Company,  receiving  the  toll 
as  a  profit,  were  also  to  pay  a  rate  in  respect  of  it,  a 
rate  would  be  levied  in  two  diffisrent  parishes  upon  the 
same  subject-matter,  which  would  be  manifestly  unjust. 
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Cbomfton,  Blackburn  and  Mbllob  JJ.  concurred. 

Order  of  Sessions  affirmed. 
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1803. 


Wednesday,     Matilda   Hobneb,   exccutrix,    agomst  George 
FHd^,^  Luff,   George  John  Armstrong  Luit  and 

— — \ another. 

Gartdshu, 

Common  Law        A  gamiBhee,  against  whom  a  judgment  creditor  has  obtained  kare 

Procedure  Act,    to  proceed  bjr  wnt,  calling  upon  him  to  shew  canse  why  there  should 

17  #  18  Vict,     not  be  execution  against  him  under  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 

c.  125.  8.  64.       1854, 17  &  18  Vict,  c.  125.  #.  64..  cannot  be  held  to  baU  or  airerted  under 

-B«»^.  Btat.  1  &  2  Vict,  c.  110.  s.  2. 

Arrest. 

1^2  Vict. 

c.  110.  #.  2.       'T'HIS  was  an  application  for  an  order  directing  that 
the  defendant  G.  J.  A.  LuffAovld  be  held  to  bail. 
It  appeared  from  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  that  a 
writ  of  summons  in  this  action  had  issued  against  the 
defendants  for  haying  unlawfully  and  maliciously^  and 
without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause  or  excuse, 
colluded  and  conspired  together  to  deprive  the  plaintiff 
of  moneys  which  had  become  due  to  her  as  executrix, 
and  of  the  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  for  1100/.  reco- 
vered by  her,  as  executrix,  on  the  17th  May,  1862,  against 
the  defendant  George  Luff,  who  was  the  &ther  of  the 
defendant  G.  J.  A.  Luff;  that  894^  12«.  6^  was  still 
due  thereon  ;  that,  on  22d  May,  a  fieri  facias  was  issued 
upon  that  judgment,  under  which  goods  and  chattels  of 
the  defendants  George  Luff  and  G.  J.  A.  Luff,  who 
carried  on  business  in  partnership,  were  seized.     The 
defendant   G.   J.   A.   Luff  thereupon  made   a   daim 
to  those  goods  and   chattels,   as  being  his  sole  pro- 
perty, and   an  order  was   made  that  an  interpleader 
issue  should  be  tried  between  the  plaintiff  and  him. 
On  the  trial  of  that  issue  before  Crompton  J.,  at  the 
London   Sittings  after   Michaelmas   Term   in   1862,   a 
verdict  was  taken  by  consent  for  300/.,  part  of  the  pro- 
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dace  of  the  goods,  without  prejudice  to  any  proceed-        1803. 
ingsby  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  George  Luff,       HoajiM 
or  to  any  process  of  attachment  against  his  money        j^J^, 
in^  the  hands  of  the  defendant  G.  J.  A.  Luff,     Upon  | 

that  trial  (?.  J.  A.  Luff  was  called  as  a  witness,  and  de- 
posed that  in  Fdntiory,  I860,  he  and  the  plaintiff  George  t 
Luff  had  agreed  to  dissolve  partnership,  and  that  he 
had  purchased  the  partnership  at  a  valuation,  and  had 
paid  for  the  same  by  six  bills  of  exchange  for  646/.  &.  9tf.  . 
each,  and  that  five  of  such  bills  were  still  unpaid.  Afler* 
wards  the  plaintiff  caused  proceedings  to  be  taken,  under 
The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  to  attach  the 
money  due  upon  the  bills  remaining  unpaid  in  the  hands 
of  G.  J.  A.  Luff,  and  obtained  leave  from  a  Judge  to 
proceed  against  him  by  writ  under  sect.  64  of  that  Act. 
The  affidavit  concluded  with  stating  that  G.  J.  A.  Luff 
had  lately  sold  the  partnership  business,  and  that  it  was 
his  intention  shortly  to  quit  England,  in  order  to  avoid 
payment  of  any  claim  the  plaintiff  might  establish  against 
him  under  the  garnishee  proceedings  in  this  action. 

J.  Simon,  in  support  of  the  application.— This  is  an 
action  within  sect  2  of  stat  1  &  2  Vict  c,  110.,  which 
enacts  that  if  a  plaintiff  in  any  action  in  one  of  the 
superior  Courts  of  law  at  Westminster  shall,  by  affidavit, 
shew,  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  Judge,  that  he  has  a  cause 
of  action  against  the  defendant  to  the  amount  of  20/.,  or 
upwards,  and  that  the  defendant  is  about  to  quit  England, 
the  Judge  tnay  direct  that  the  defendant  shall  be  held 
to  bail,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff  may  sue  out  a  writ 
of  capias  against  the  defendant  The  garnishee  clauses 
of  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  17  &  18 
f^iet  c.  125.,  put  the  garnishee  in  the  position  of  being 
3  H  2 
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1863.        answerable  to  a  judgment  creditor.    By  sect.  64^  ''If  the 
j£^,j^^„      garnishee  disputes  his  liability^  the  Judge,  instead  of 

Luff  making  an  order  that  exertion  shall  issue,  may  order 
that  the  judgment  creditor  shall  be  at  liberty  to  proceed 
against  the  garnishee  by  writ,  calling  upon  him  to  shew 
cause  why  there  should  not  be  execution  against  him  fi»r 
the  alleged  debt,  or  for  the  amount  due  to  the  judgment 
debtor,  if  less  than  the  judgment  debt,  and  for  costs  of 
suit ;  and  the  proceedings  upon  such  suit  shall  be  the  same, 
as  nearly  as  may  be,  as  upon  a  writ  of  revivor  issued  mider 
'The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852/ ''  IBlaekbwm 
J.  In  Affassiz  v.  Palmer  (a),  an  order  directing  that  the 
defendant  in  a  proceeding  by  scire  facias  should  be  held 
to  bail  was  set  aside.  Tindal  C.  J.  there  says,  "  The  nature 
and  object  of  the  writ  of  scire  facias  is,  to  call  upon  the 
defendant  to  shew  cause  why  execution  should  not  issue 
against  him,  and  the  old  process  was  by  summons  and 
distringas,  but  no  process  ever  issued  to  take  the  person 
of  the  defendant.  If,  therefore,  the  proceedings  by  scire 
facias  are  to  be  looked  upon  as  the  commencement 
of  a  new  action,  no  capias  can  be  granted,  as  the  second 
and  third  sections  of  the  I  &  2  Vict  c.  110.  refer  only  to 
actions  where  the  defendant  was  liable  to  arrest  at  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  that  statute ;  if,  on  the  other  hand, 
a  scire  facias  is  to  be  treated  as  the  continuance  of  an 
old  action,  then  the  right  to  issue  the  capias  is  exdnded 
by  the  terms  of  the  fifth  section.''  Those  reasons  are  in 
point  as  to  the  garnishee  writ  given  by  The  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  sect.  64.]  The  only  analogy 
between  that  writ  and  the  writ  of  scire  facias  is  in  the 
form  of  proceeding.  [^Cromptan  J.  The  effect  of  both 
writs  is  the  same,  viz.,  making  the  person  a  party  to  the 
cause.    Blackburn  J.   The  Legislature  in  sect.  64,  do- 

(a)  ID.^L.  18.  20;  5  JV.  #  Gr,  697,  609. 
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scribing  the  object  of  the  writ  against  the  garnishee,  use        1868. 
the  very  words  which  describe  the  writ  of  scire  fiicias.   ""hoehke"^ 
Crompton  J.     I  am  afraid  that  is  so.     Could  you  apply 
to  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  a  writ  ne  exeat  regno  ?] 

Per  Curiam.  (Cockbubn  C.  J.,  Ceompton,  Black- 
BUBN  and  Mellob  JJ.) 

Application  refused. 

May  8.  J.  Simon  applied  for  an  order  directing  that 
a  writ  of  capias  should  issue  against  the  defendant  G» 
J.  A.  Luff,  urging  that  he  had  colluded  with  the  defend- 
ant George  Luff  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  fruits  of 
her  judgment  against  the  latter.  [Blackburn  J.  The 
Court  cannot  make  the  order:  there  is  no  cause  of 
action.] 

Per  CuBiAM.    (Cockbubn  C.  J.,  Ceompton,  Black- 

BUBN  and  Mellob  JJ.) 

Application  refused. 


Wilkinson  against  Dutton.  ^^ 


Under  24  &  25  Vict,  e.  100.  «.  42.,  a  female  charged  a  man  before  Jurudtcttan 

justices  of  the  peace  with  an  assanlt,  and  on  her  examination  deposed  ^•^^*f'*^.  . 

not  only  that  he  had  assaulted  her  and  hurt  her  knee,  but  that  he  ^4  #  25  Ktct, 

had  connexion  with  her,  though  she  "did  not  consent,  and  did  what  c,  100.  *.  4J. 

she  could  to  resist  him."     The  other  evidence  shewed  that  the  part  of  -^^ 

her  statement  which  rekted  to  indecent  assault  was  very  improbable,  Emdence  of 

and  the  justicea,  dwbelieying  it,  convicted  him  of  an  assault:  Held  felony, 
that  they  had  jurisdiction  to  do  so,  although  the  evidence,  if  believed, 
disclosed  a  felony. 

'^PHE  following  case  was  stated  by  justices  under  stat. 
20  &  21  Vict.  e.  43. 
At  a  Petty  Sessions  holden  at  the  Northkach  Petty 
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1863.        Sessions  Court  at  Hamfmeititar  the  diTifli0&  of  NorA- 
WwLKinaos^  ^^och,  in  the  oounty  of  Ohucesier^  en  the  19th  day 
Dvrroii.      ^  November^   1862,  the  information  and  compUdnt  of 
Jane  Button  (hereinafter  called  the  respondent)  agaiiuit 
Thomas   Wilkinson   (hereinafter  called  the  appeUant), 
made    in  writing  on  oath  before  the  Ber.  Frederixk 
Biscoe,  one  of  the  undersigned  justices  of  the  peace^  on 
the  17th  day  of  November,  1862,  under  stat  24  ft  25 
Vict  c.  100.  #.  42.,  whereby  the  respondent,  on  her  oathi 
declared  that,  on  the  Ist  November,  the  appellant  un- 
lawfully assaulted  her,  at  the  parish  of  HamptM,  in 
the  said  county,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
&c.,  was  heard  and  determined  by  us,  the  said  justieeB, 
and 'upon  such  hearing  the  appellant  was  duly  conricted 
before  us  of  the  said  offence,  and  we  adjudged  him  to  be 
imprisoned  in  the  common  gaol  of  Gloucester,  for  the 
county  of  Gloucester,  for  the  term  of  one  month. 

The  case  then  set  out  the  evidence  before  the  justices. 
The  respondent  deposed  that,  on  the  occasion  in  question, 
the  appellant  had  not  only  assaulted  her  and  hurt  her 
knee,  but  that  he  had  connexion  with  her,  though  she 
"  did  not  consent,  and  did  what  she  could  to  resist  him.'' 
The  other  evidence,  however,  shewed  that  that  part  of 
her  statement  which  related  to  indecent  assault  was  veiy 
improbable,  and  the  justices,  disbelieving  it,  convicted 
the  appellant  of  an  assault. 

Sawyer,  for  the  respondent — The  conviction  took 
place  under  stat  24  &  25  yict.  c.  100.  s.  42.,  which 
enacts:— ''Where  any  person  shall  unlawfully  assault 
or  beat  any  other  person,  two  justices  of  the  peace,  upon 
complaint  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  party  aggrieved,  may 
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bear  and  determine  such  offence,  and  the  offender  shall,  1868. 
upon  conviction  thereof  before  them,  at  the  discretion  Wiuumsoh^ 
of  the  justices,  either  be  committed  to  the  common  gaol  Bumn. 
or  house  of  correction,  there  to  be  imprisoned  with  or 
without  hard  labour  for.  any  term  not  exceeding  two 
months,  or  else  shall  forfeit  and  pay  such  fine  as  shall 
appear  to  them  to  be  meet,  not  exceeding,  together  with 
costs  (if  ordered),  the  sum  of  5/. ;  and  if  aach  fine  as 
shall  be  so  awarded,  together  with  the  costs  (if  ordered), 
shall  not  be  paid,  either  immediately  after  the  conviction 
or  within  such  period  as  the  said  justices  shall  at  the 
time  of  the  conviction  appoint,  they  may  commit  the 
offender  to  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction, 
there  to  be  imprisoned,  with  or  without  hard  labour,  for 
any  term  not  exceeding  two  months,  unless  such  fine  and 
costs  be  sooner  paid/'  It  is  no  objection  to  this  convic- 
tion for  an  assault  that  evidence  was  given  before  the 
magistrates  which,  if  believed,  shewed  that  a  rape  had  been 
committed.  ICockbum  C.  J.  Has  not  this  point  been 
recently  before  this  Court  ?]  Yes.  In  Ex  parte  Thomp^ 
ion  (a)  an  information  was  laid  against  a  man  for 
"  assaulting  and  abusing''  a  woman,  who,  on  the  hear- 
ing, gave  evidence  to  shew  that  he  had  committed  a  rape 
on  her.  The  justices  having  convicted  him  of  an  aggra- 
vated assault  under  stat.  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  30.  i.  1.  (£), 
this  Court  held  the  conviction  good.  On  a  subsequent  ap- 
plication in  the  same  case  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  (c)> 
that  Court  was  equally  divided  in  opinion ;  Pollock  C.  B. 
and  Wilde  B.  holding  that,  as  the  evidence  disclosed  a 

(a)  (yJur.N.S.  1247. 

(b)  16  &  17  Vict  c.  30.  8.  1.  was  repealed  by  24  &  25  VicL  e.  95., 
and  re-enacted  by  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  100.  «.  43. 

(r)  &ff,^N.  193. 
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WlLKmBOR 
DUTTOV. 


rape  or  an  attempt  to  commit  one^  the  justices  Iiad  no 
jurisdiction;  Bramwell  and  ChameU  BB.  holding  the 
contrary,  on  the  ground  that  the  information  diaiged 
an  assault,  and  it  was  possible  the  justices  might  have 
believed  the  evidence  as  to  that,  and  disbelieved  the  rest 
The  decision  of  this  Court  is  in  &Tour  of  the  respond- 
ent, whereas  the  case  in  the  Exdiequer  only  leaves  a 
doubt.     [He  was  then  stopped.] 


Pcwellt  contriL — [CoMwm  C.  J.  We  are  bound  by 
the  decision  of  this  C!ourt  in  Ex  parte  Thampttm  (a),  which 
was  unanimous.  Cromptcn  J.  There  has  since  been 
a  case,  under  9  6.  4.  c.  81.  «r.  27 — 29,  where  a  com- 
plaint of  assault  and  battery  having  been  made  before 
two  justices  of  the  peace,  who  dismissed  the  complaint, 
and  gave  the  accused  a  certificate  accordingly,  that 
certificate  was  held  a  bar  to  an  indictment  founded  on 
the  same  fiicts,  charging  assault  and  battery  accom- 
panied by  malicious  cutting  and  wounding,  so  as  to 
cause  grievous  bodily  harm  (fr)i  That  seems  conclusive 
on  this  matter.]  It  must  be  conceded  that  the  present 
case  cannot  be  distinguished  firom  Ex  parte  Thomp$on  in 
this  Court  (a),  but  the  difference  of  opinion  in  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  (c)  shews  that  the  question  is  an  impor- 
tant one.  [Cockbum  C.  J.  We  will  not  presume  that 
justices  would  so  far  depart  from  their  duty  as  to 
abuse  their  powers  in  the  manner  there  suggested.  It 
is  better  for  justices  of  the  peace  to  dispose  of  a  matter 

(a)  %Ju/r.N,a.\2A1. 

(6)  The  learned  Judge  doubUeei  refen  to  Rtg,  ▼.  IZnmgton,  IB.^S. 
688. 
(c)  6-tt#i\r.  193, 
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like  this  as  a  common  assault  than  to  send  it  for  trial        1868. 
as  a  case  of  rape^  where  the  accused  would  most  likely    wilkiitboii* 
be  acquitted.]     The  evidence  here  discloses  a  case  of      Dutto>. 
rape.     ICockbum  C.   J.    The  eyidenoe^  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  rape,  ought  not  to  be  believed.     Crompton  J. 
This  Court,  in  a  case  to  which  I  was  not  party  {a),  most 
wisely  thought  that  the  justices  have  a  discretion  as  to 
whether  they  will  treat  a  charge  of  assault  as  a  case  of 
common  assault  or  not.    But  if  they  do  treat  it  as  a 
common  assault  their  decision  is  finaL     Cochbvm  C.  J. 
I  think  the  arguments  used  in  the  Exchequer,  by  Pol- 
lock C.  B.,  and  Wilde  B.,  in  Ex  parte    Thompson  {b\ 
wholly  unoonvindng.] 

Sawyer  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

Per  Curiam.    (Cockbubn  C.  J.,  Crompton,  Black- 
burn and  Mellor  JJ.) 

Conviction  aflSrmed. 

(a)  See  note  {b\  p.  824.  (6)  Qff,fN,  193. 
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Wednesday^ 

Contract, 

Accidental 

deatructian 

of  the  tubjeet' 

matter. 

Demise  or 

aareenumifar 


Taylor  und  another  against  Caldwell  and 
another. 

1.  Where  there  ie  a  poeitiye  contract  to  do  a  thing,  not  in  itnlf 
unlawful,  the  contractor  must  perform  it  or  pay  damages  for  not  doing 
it;  although  in  consequence  of  unforeseen  aocidenta,  the  perfonnanoe  of 
his  contract  has  become  unexpectedly  burthensome  or  even  impoeBJbje. 

2.  Sut  this  rule  is  only  applicable  when  the  contract  is  poflGveind 
absolute,  and  not  subject  to  any  condition  either  express  or  implied. 

3.  Where,  from  the  nature  of  the  contract,  it  appears  that  the  partiM 
must  from  the  'beginning  have  known  that  it  could  not  bs  fulfilled 
unless  when  the  tune  for  the  fuLBlment  of  the  contract  amTed  some 
particular  specified  thins  continued  to  exist,  so  that,  when  entering  into 
the  contract,  they  must  liaTe  contemplated  such  continuing  existence  u 
the  foundation  of  what  was  to  be  done;  there,  in  the  abeence  of  snj 
express  or  implied  wairanly  that  the  thing  shall  exists  the  contract  ifl 
not  to  be  construed  as  a  positive  contract,  but  as  subject  to  an  implied 
condition  that  the  parties  shall  be  excused  in  case,  before  breach,  pei^ 
formance  becomes  impossible  from  the  perishing  of  the  thing  without 
default  of  the  contractor. 

4.  A,  agreed  with  B,  to  give  him  the  use  of  a  Music  Hall  on  certain 
specified  days,  for  the  purpose  of  holding  concerts,  with  no  express 
stipulation  for  the  erent  of  the  destruction  of  the  Music  Hall  bj  fire: 
held,  that  both  parties  were  excused  from  performance  of  the  contract 

6.  An  instrument  is  not  a  demise,  altnough  it  contains  the  usual 
words  of  demise,  if  its  contents  shew  that  such  was  not  the  intration  of 
the  parties. 

^HE  declaration  alleged  that  by  an  agreement,  bear- 
ing date  the  27th  May^  1861,  the  defendants  agreed  to 
let^  and  the  plaintiffs  agreed  to  take,  on  the  terms  therein 
stated.  The  Surrey  Gardens  and  Music  Hall,  Newington, 
Surrey,  for  the  following  days,  that  is  to  say,  Monday 
the  17th  June,  1861,  Monday  ^t  15th  July,  1861,  Man* 
day  the  5th  August,  1861,  and  Monday  the  19th  Auguri, 
1861,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  series  of  foor  grand 
concerts  and  day  and  night  fStes,  at  the  Gardens  and 
Hall  on  those  days  respectively,  at  the  rent  or  sum  of 
100/.  for  each  of  those  days.  It  then  averred  the  fulfil- 
ment of  conditions  &c.,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs; 
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and  breach  by  the  defendants^  that  they  did  not  nor       1868. 
would  allow  the  plainti£G»  to  have  the  nae  of  The  Surrey      tatlor 
Music  Hatl  and  Gardens  according  to  the  agreement,     CaiJwbll. 
but  wholly  made  default  therein,  ftc. ;  whereby  the  plain- 
tiffs lost  divers  moneys  paid  by  them  for  printing  ad- 
vertisements of  and  in  advertising  the  concerts,  and  also 
lost  divers  sums  expended  and  expenses  incurred  by  them 
in  preparing  for  the  concerts  and  otherwise  in  relation 
thereto,  and  on  the  faith  of  the  performance  by  the  de- 
fendants of  the  agreement  on  their  part,  and  had  been 
otherwise  injured,  &c. 

Pleas.    First.  Traverse  of  the  i^reement. 

Second.  That  the  defendants  did  allow  the  plaintiffs 
to  have  the  use  of  The  Surrey  Music  Hall  and  Gardens 
according  to  the  agreement,  and  did  not  make  any  default 
therein,  &o« 

Third.  That  the  plaintifb  were  not  ready  or  willing  to 
take  The  Surrey  Music  Hall  and  Gardens. 

Fourth.  Exoneration  before  breach. 

Fifth.  That  at  the  time  of  the  agreement  there  was  a 
general  custom  of  the  trade  and  business  of  the  plaintifis 
and  the  defendants,  with  respect  to  which  the  agreement 
was  made,  known  to  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants, 
and  with  reference  to  which  they  agreed,  and  which  was 
part  of  the  agreement,  that  in  the  event  of  the  Gardens 
and  Music  Hall  being  destroyed  or  so  far  damaged  by 
accidental  fire  as  to  prevent  the  entertainments  being 
given  acoording  to  the  intient  of  the  agreement,  between 
the  time  of  making  the  agreement  and  the  time  appointed 
for  the  performance  of  the  same,  the  agreement  should 
be  rescinded  and  at  an  end  ;  and  that  the  Gardens  and 
Music  Hall  were  destroyed  and  so  far  damaged  by 
accidental  fire  as  to  prevent  the  entertainments,  or  any 
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1863.        of  them,  being  given,  according  to  the  intent  of  the 
Tatlob       agreement,  between  the  time  of  making  the  agree- 
CALimsu..     i^®^*  *"^d  the  first  of  the  times  appointed  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  same,  and  oontinned  so  destroyed  and 
damaged  until  after  the  times  appointed  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  agreement  had  ekpsed,  without  the 
default  of  the  defendants  or  either  of  them. 
Issue  on  all  the  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  before  Blackburn  J.,  at  the  London  Sit- 
,    tings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  1861,  it  appeared  that  the 
action  was  brought  on  the  following  agreement  :— 

"  Bayal  Sumy  Gardens^ 
''27thifay,  186L 
''Agreement  between  Messrs.  Caldwell  jr  Bishop,  of 
the  one  part,  and  Messrs.  Taylor  jr  Lewis  of  the  other 
part,  whereby  the  said  Caldwell  ^  Bishop  agree  to  let, 
and  the  said  Taylor  Sf  Lewis  agree  to  take,  on  the  terms 
hereinafter  stated.  The  Surrey  Gardens  and  Music  Hall, 
Newingtan^  Surrey,  for  the  following  days,  viz. : — 
''Monday,  the  17th  June,  1861, 
„       „       16th  July,  1861, 
„       „        5th  August,  1861, 
„       „       19th  August,  1861, 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  series  of  four  grand  conoerts 
and  day  and  night  fetes  at  the  said  Gardens  and  Hall  on 
those  days  respectively  at  the  rent  or  sum  of  1001.  for 
each  of  the  said  days.   The  said  Caldwell  ^  Bishop  agree 
to  find  and  provide  at  their  own  sole  expense,  on  each  of 
the  aforesaid  days,  for  the  amusement  of  the  public  and 
persons  then  in  the  said  Gardens  and  HaU,  an  eflSicient  and 
organised  military  and  quadrille  bancl,  the  united  bands 
to  consist  of  from  thirty-five  to  forty  members ;  al  fiesco 
entertainments  of  various  descriptions;  coloured  min- 
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strds,  fireworks  and  foil  illaminations ;  a  ballet  or  diver-  1868. 
t»sement^  if  permitted ;  a  wizard  and  Grecian  statues ;  Tayloe 
tight  rope  performances;  rifle  galleries;  air  gun  shoot-  calowill. 
ing ;  Chinese  and  Parisian  games ;  boats  on  the  lake, 
and  (weather  permitting)  aquatic  sports^  and  all  and 
eyery  other  entertainment  as  given  nightly  during  the 
months  and  times  above  mentioned.  And  the  said  Cald-^ 
well  §"  Bishop  also  agree  that  the  before  mentioned 
united  bands  shall  be  present  and  assist  at  each  of  the 
said  concerts,  from  its  commencement  until  9  o'clock 
at  night ;  that  they  will,  one  week  at  least  previous  to 
the  above  mentioned  dates,  underline  in  bold  type  in  all 
their  bills  and  advertisements  that  Mr.  Sims  Reeves  and 
other  artistes  will  sing  at  the  said  gardens  on  those 
dates  respectively,  and  that  the  said  Taylor  ff  Lewis 
shall  have  the  right  of  placing  their  boards,  bills  and 
placards  in  such  number  and  manner  (but  subject  to 
the  approval  of  the  said  Caldwell  Sf  Bishop)  in  and  about 
the  entrance  to  the  said  gardens,  and  in  the  said  grounds, 
one  week  at  least  previous  to  each  of  the  above  men- 
tioned days  respectively,  all  bills  so  displayed  being 
affixed  on  boards.  And  the  said  CaUweU  jf  Bishop  also 
agree  to  allow  dancing  on  the  new  circular  platform 
after  9  o'clock  at  night,  but  not  before.  And  the  said 
Caldwell  jf  Bishop  also  agree  not  to  allow  the  firework 
display  to  take  place  till  a  :^  past  II  o'clock  at  night. 
And,  lastly,  the  said  Caldwell  ^  Bishop  agree  that  the 
said  Taylor  jf  Lewis  shaU  be  entitled  to  and  shall  be  at 
Uberty  to  take  and  receive,  as  and  for  the  sole  use  and 
property  of  them  the  said  Taylor  jf  Lewis,  all  moneys  paid 
for  entrance  to  the  Gardens,  Galleries  and  Music  Hall 
and  firework  galleries,  and  that  the  said  Taylor  jf  Lewis 
may  in  their  own  discretion  secure  the  patronage  of  any 


830  EASTER  TERM. 

1868.  charitable  institutioii  in  connection  with  the  said  oon- 
"~Xatix)e  certs.  And  the  said  Taylor  jr  />iow  agree  to  pay  the 
aforesaid  respective  som  of  I00/«  in  the  evening  of  the 
said  respective  days  by  a  crossed  cheque,  and  also  to  find 
and  provide,  at  their  own  sole  cost,  all  the  neoenaiy 
artistes  for  the  said  concerts,  including  Mr.  Sinu  Reeves^ 
Qod*%  will  permitting. 

(Signed)    "J.  CaldwdL 
"  Witness  "  Cfuu.  Bisltv" 

(Signed)    '' S.  Defds." 

On  the  11th  June  the  Music  Hall  was  destroyed  by 
an  accidental  fire,  so  that  it  became  impossible  to  gife  j 

the  concerts.  Under  these  circumstances  a  verdict  was 
returned  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  reserved  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  the  defendants  on  the  second  and  third 
issues. 

Peiertdo/ffSeijU  in  Hilary  Term,  1862,  obtained  a 
rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  generally. 

The  rule  was  argued,  in  Hilary  Term,  1868  {Jamary 
28th) ;  before  Cockbubn  C.  J.,  Wiohtman,  Cbomfton 
and  Blackburn  JJ. 

H,  7%id^;  ^^itmon  shewedcause.— First.  The  agree- 
ment sued  on  does  not  shew  a  *^  letting"  by  the  defend- 
ants to  the  plaintifis  of  the  Hall  and  Gardens,  although 
it  uses  the  word  "  let,"  and  contains  a  stipulation  that 
the  plaintiffs  are  to  be  empowered  to  receive  the  money 
at  the  doors,  and  to  have  the  use  of  the  Hall,  for  which 
they  are  to  pay  100/.,  and  pocket  the  surplus ;  fi»r  the 
possession  is  to  remain  in  the  defendants,  and  the  whole 
tenor  of  the  instrument  is  against  the  notion  of  a  letting. 
Whether  an  instrument  shaU  be  construed  as  a  lease  or 
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only  an  agreemeut  for  a  lease^  even  though  it  contains       1863. 
words  of  present  demise,  depends  on  the  intention  of  the      Tatu>b 
parties  to  be  coUected  from  the  instrument ;  Morgan  d.     oaldwkll. 
Dowding  v.  BUseU{d) .     Christie  v.  Lewii  (i)'is  the  nearest 
case  to  the  present,  where  it  was  held  that,  although  a 
charter  party  between  the  owner  of  a  ship  and  its  freighter 
contains  words  of  grant  of  the  ship,  the  possession  of  it 
may  not  pass  to  the  freighter,  but  remain  in  the  owner, 
if  the  general  provisions  in  the  instrument  qualify  the 
words  of  grant. 

Secondly.  The  destruction  of  the  premises  by  fire  will 
not  exonerate  the  defendants  from  performing  their  part  of 
the  agreement.  In  Paradine  ▼•  Jane  (c)  it  is  laid  down 
that,  where  the  law  creates  a  duty  or  charge,  and  the  party 
is  disabled  to  perform  it  without  any  default  in  him, 
and  hafli  no  remedy  over,  there  the  law  will  excuse  him ; 
but  when  the  party,  by  his  own  contract,  creates  a  duty 
or  charge  upon  himself,  he  is  bound  to  make  it  good^ 
if  he  may,  notwithstanding  any  accident  by  inevitable 
necessity,  because  he  might  have  provided  against  it  by 
his  contract.  And  there  accordingly  it  was  held  no  plea 
to  an  action  for  rent  reserved  by  lease  that  the  defendant 
was  kept  out  of  possession  by  an  alien  enemy  whereby 
he  could  not  take  the  profits. 

Pearce,  in  support  of  the  rule. — First  This  instrument 
amounts  to  a  demise.  It  uses  the  legal  words  for  that 
purpose,  and  is  treated  in  the  declaration  as  a  demise. 

Secondly.  The  words  "  God's  will  permitting''  over- 
ride the  whole  i^reement. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 

(a)  3  Taunt.  66.  (b)  2  B.  f  B.  410. 

(p)  Alyen,  26. 
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1868.  ^e  judgment  of  the  C!ourt  was  now  deUvered  by 


Taylor 

▼. 
Caldwell 


Blackburn  J.  In  this  case  the  phdntiffs  and  defendants 
had,  on  the  27th  Mayf  1861,  entered  into  a  contract  by 
which  the  defendants  agreed  to  let  the  plaintiffs  have  the 
use  of  The  Surrey  Gardens  and  Mmie  Hall  an  four  days 
then  to  come,  viz.,  the  17th  June^  16th  Jufy^  6th  Awgud 
and  l9thAuffustp  forthepurposeof  giving  a  series  of  four 
grand  concerts,  and  day  and  night  f^tes  at  the  Ghadens 
and  Hall  on  those  days  respectively;  and  the  plaintiffii 
agreed  to  take  the  Gkurdens  and  Hall  on  those  days,  snd 
pay  100/.  for  each  day. 

The  parties  inaccurately  call  this  a  ''letting,''  and  the 
money  to  be  paid  a  "  rent ;"  but  the  whole  agreement  is 
such  as  to  shew  that  the  defendants  were  to  retain  the 
possession  of  the  Hall  and  Gardena  so  that  there  was  to 
be  no  demise  of  them,  and  that  the  contract  was  merely 
to  give  the  plaintiffs  the  use  of  them  on  those  days. 
Nothing  however,  in  our  opinion,  depends  on  this.  The 
agreement  then  proceeds  to  set  out  various  stipulations 
between  the  parties  as  to  what  each  was  to  supply  for 
these  concerts  and  entertainments,  and  aa  to  the  manner 
in  which  they  should  be  carried  on.  The  effect  of  the 
whole  is  to  shew  that  the  existence  of  the  Music  Hall 
in  the  Surrey  Gardens  in  a  state  fit  for  a  concert  was 
essential  for  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract, — such  enter- 
tainments as  the  parties  contemplated  in  their  agreement 
could  not  be  given  without  it. 

After  the  making  of  the  agreement,  and  before  the 
first  day  on  which  a  concert  was  to  be  given,  the  Hall 
was  destroyed  by  fire.  This  destruction,  we  must  take 
it  on  the  evidence,  was  without  the  favlt  of  either  party, 
and  was  so  complete  that  in  consequence  the  concerts 
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could  not  be  given  as  intended.    And  the  question  we        1863. 
have  to  decide  is  whether,  under  these  circumstances,  the       Tajlob. 
loss  which  the  plainti£b  have  sustained  is  to  fall  upon  the     cjuj>wkul 
defendants.    The  parties  when  framing  their  agreement 
evidently  had  not  present  to  their  minds  the  possibility 
of  such  a  disaster,  and  have  made  no  express  stipuli^ 
tion  with  reference  to  it,  so  that  the  answer  to  the 
question  must  depend  upon  the  general  rules  of  law 
applicable  to  such  a  contract. 

There  seems  no  doubt  that  where  there  is  a  positive 
contract  to  do  a  thing,  not  in  Itself  unlawful,  the 
contractor  must  perform  it  or  pay  damages  for  not  doing 
it,  although  in  consequence  of  unforeseen  accidents,  the 
performance  of  his  contract  has  become  unexpectedly 
burthensome  or  even  impossible.  The  law  is  so  laid  down 
in  1  JlolL  Abr.  450,  CandUion  (O),  and  in  the  note  (2) 
to  fValton  V.  fVaierhoute  (a),  and  is  recognised  as  the 
general  rule  by  all  the  Judges  in  the  much  discussed  case 
of  Hall  V.  WriglU  (i).  But  this  rule  is  only  applicable 
when  the  contract  is  positive  and  absolute,  and  not  subject 
to  any  condition  either  express  or  implied:  and  there  are 
authorities  which,  as  we  think,  establish  the  principle  that 
where,  from  the  nature  of  the  contract,  it  appears  that 
the  parties  must  from  the  beginning  have  known  that  it 
could  not  be  fulfilled  unless  when  the  time  for  the  fulfil- 
ment of  the  contract  arrived  some  particular  specified 
thing  continued  to  exist,  so  that,  when  entering  into  the 
contract,  they  must  have  contemplated  such  continuing 
existence  as  the  foundation  of  what  was  to  be  done;  there, 
in  the  absence  of  any  express  or  implied  warranty  that 
the  thing  shall  exist,  the  contract  is  not  to  be  construed 
as  a  positive  contract,  but  as  subject  to  an  implied  con* 

(a)  2  Wm».  Sound.  421  a.  6th  ed.  (h)  E,  B.  #  b\  746. 

VOL.  III.  3   I  B.   &  S. 
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1863.       dition  that  the  parties  shall  be  excused  in  case,  before 
Xatlor       hreach,  performance  becomes  impossible  from  the  periBh- 
Caldwxll.     ^^  ^^  ^®  thing  without  default  of  the  contractor. 

There  seems  little  doubt  that  this  implication  tends  to 
further  the  great  object  of  making  the  legal  constraction 
such  as  to  fulfil  the  intention  of  Ihose  who  entered  into 
the  contract     For  in  the  course  of  affairs  men  in  making 
such  contracts  in  general  would,  if  it  were  brougbt  to 
their  minds,  say  that  there  should  be  such  a  condition. 
Accordingly,  iu  the  Civil  law,  such  an  exception  is 
implied  in  every  obligation  of  the  class  which  they  call 
obligatio  de  certo  corpore.     The  rule  is  laid  down  in 
the  Digest,  lib.  xlv.,  tit.  1,  de  verbantm  obSgatiombuSf 
1.  88.  "  Si  Stichus  certo  die  dari  promissus,  ante  diem 
moriatur :  non   tenetur  promissor/'    The  principle  is 
more  fully  developed  in  1.  23.     ''Si  ex  legati  causa, 
aut  ex  stipulatii  hominem  certum  mihi  debeas:  non 
aliter  post  mortem   ejus  tenearis  mihi,  quam  si  per 
te  steterit,  quominus  vivo  eo  eum  mihi  dares:  quod 
ita  fit,   si  aut  interpellatus  non  dedisti^  aut  occidisti 
eum.'^    The  examples  are  of  contracts  respecting  a  slave, 
which  was  the  common  illustration  of  a  certain  subject 
used  by  the  Roman  lawyers,  just  as  we  are  apt  to  take  a 
horse ;  and  no  doubt  the  propriety,  one  might  almost  sar 
necessity,  of  the  implied  condition  is  more  obvious  when 
the  contract  relates  to  a  living  animal,  whether  man  or 
brute,  than  when  it  relates  to  some  inanimate  thing  (such 
as  in  the  present  case  a  theatre)  the  existence  of  which 
is  not  so  obviously  precarious  as  that  of  the  live  animal, 
but  the  principle  is  adopted  in  the  Civil  law  as  applicable 
to  every  obligation  of  which  the  subject  is  a  certain 
thing.   The  general  subject  is  treated  of  by  Patkier,  who 
in  his  Traite  des  Obligntians,  partie  3,  chap.  6,  art.  3, 
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§  668  states  the  result  to  be  that  the  debtor  corporis        1863. 
certi  is  freed  from  his  obligation  when  the  thing  has       xatlor 
perished^  neither  by  his  act,  nor  his  neglect,  and  before     qjo^well, 
he  is  in  default,  unless  by   some  stipulation  he  has 
taken  on  himself  the  risk  of  the  particular  misfortune 
which  has  occurred. 

Although  the  Civil  law  is  not  of  itself  authority  in 
an  English  Court,  it  affords  great  assistance  in  inves- 
tigating the  principles  on  which  the  law  is  grounded. 
And  it  seems  to  us  that  the  common  law  authorities 
establish  that  in  such  a  contract  the  same  condition  of  the 
continued  existence  of  the  thing  is  implied  by  English  law. 

There  is  a  class  of  contracts  in  which  a  person  binds 
himself  to  do  something  which  requires  to  be  performed 
by  him  in  person;  and  such  promises,  e.  g.  promises  to 
marry,  or  promises  to  serve  for  a  certain  time,  are  never 
in  practice  qualified  by  an  express  exception  of  the  death 
of  the  party ;  and  therefore  in  such  cases  the  contract  is 
in  terms  broken  if  the  promisor  dies  before  fulfilment. 
Yet  it  was  very  early  determined  that,  if  the  performance 
is  personal,  the'  executors  are  not  liable ;  Hyde  v.  The 
Dean  of  Windsor  (a).  See  2  Wms.  Exors.  1560,  5th  ed., 
where  a  very  apt  illustration  is  given.  ^'Thus,''  says 
the  learned  author,  ''if  an  author  undertakes  to  com- 
pose a  work,  and  dies  before  completing  it,  his  exe- 
cutors are  discharged  from  this  contract :  for  the  under- 
taking is  merely  personal  in  its  nature,  and,  by  the 
intervention  of  the  contractor's  death,  has  become  impos- 
sible to  be  performed.^'  For  this  he  cites  a  dictum  of 
Lord  Lyndhurst  in  Marshall  v.  Broadhurst  {b\  and  a 
case  mentioned  by  Patteson  J.  in  Wentwarth  v.  Coch  (c). 

{a)  Cro.  Eliz,  552,  653. 

(6)  1  Tyr.  348,  349.  {o)  10  ^.  #  JEL  42.  45-4& 

3   1  2 
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186a.        In  BaU  ▼.   fFr^hi  (a)  Crompion  J.,  in  his  judgment, 

Tatlob       puts  another  case.    ''Wliere  a  contract  depends  upon 

CAunrsuw     P^nonal  akiU,  and  the  act  of  God  renders  it  impossible, 

as,  fiur  instance^  in  Ae  case  of  a  painter  employed  to 

paint  a  picture  who  is  struck  blind,  it  may  be  that  the 

performance  might  be  excused.'' 

It  seems  that  in  those  cases  the  only  ground  on  wbich 
the  parties  or  their  executors,  can  be  excused  finom  the 
consequences  of  the  breach  of  the  contract  is,  that  from 
the  nature  of  the  contract  there  is  an  implied  condition 
of  the  continued  existence  of  the  life  of  the  contractor, 
and,  peihaps  in  the  case  of  the  painter  of  his  eyesight. 
In  the  instances  just  given,  the  person,  the  condnned 
existence  of  whose  life  is  necessary  to  the  fulfiLnent  of 
the  contract,  is  himself  the  contractor,  but  that  does  not 
seem  in  itself  to  be  necessary  to  the  application  of  the 
principle;  as  is  Qlustrated  by  the  following  example. 
In  the  ordinary  form  of  an  appraitice  deed  the  ap- 
prentice binds  himself  in  unqualified  terms  to  ^'senre 
until  the  fiill  end  and  term  of  seven  years  to  be  fully 
complete  and  ended,''  during  which  tenn  it  is  covenanted 
that  the  apprentice  his  master  ''faithfully  shall  serve," 
and  the  father  of  the  apprentice  in  equally  unqualified 
terms  binds  himself  for  the  performance  by  the  appren- 
tice of  all  and  every  covenant  on  his  part  (See  the 
form,  2  Chitty  an  Pleading,  370,  7th  ed.  by  Greemng.) 
It  is  undeniable  that  if  the  apprentice  dies  within  the 
seven  yean,  the  covenant  of  the  &ther  that  he  shall 
perform  his  covenant  to  serve  for  seven  years  is  not 
fulfilled,  jret  surely  it  cannot  be  that  an  action  would  lie 
against  the  father  ?  Yet  the  only  reason  why  it  would  not 
is  that  he  is  excused  because  of  the  apprentice's  death. 

{a)  £:.!?.  #£1746.749. 
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These  are  instances  where  the  implied  condition  is  of       1868. 
the  life  of  a  human  being,  but  there  are  others  in  which      Tatlor 
the  same  implication  is  made   as    to  the  continued     caldwell. 
existence  of  a  thing.     For  example^  where  a  contract  of 
sale  is  made  amounting  to  a  bargain  and  sale,  trans- 
ferring presently  the  property  in  specific  chattels,  which 
are  to  be  delivered  by  the  vendor  at  a  future  day;  there, 
if  the  chattels,  without  the  fault  of  the  vendor,  perish  in 
the  interval,  the  purchaser  must  pay  the  price  and  the 
vendor  is  excused  from  performing  his  contract  to  deliver, 
which  has  thus  become  impossible. 

That  this  is  the  rule  of  the  English  law  is  established 
by  the  case  of  Rugg  v.  Minetiia)^  where  the  article  that 
perished  before  delivery  was  turpentine,  and  it  was 
decided  that  the  vendor  was  bound  to  refund  the  price 
of  all  those  lots  in  which  the  property  had  not  passed ; 
but  was  entitled  to  retain  without  deduction  the  price  of 
those  lots  in  which  the  property  had  passed,  though 
they  wero  not  delivered,  and  though  in  the  conditions  of 
sale,  which  are  set  out  in  the  roport,  thero  was  no  express 
qualification  of  the  promise  to  deliver  on  payment.  It 
seems  in  that  case  rather  to  have  been  taken  for  granted 
than  decided  that  the  destruction  of  the  thing  sold  before 
delivery  excused  the  vendor  from  fulfilling  his  contract 
to  deliver  on  payment. 

This  also  is  the  rule  in  the  Civil  law,  and  it  is  worth 
noticing  that  Pothier^  in  his  celebrated  Traitedu  Contrat 
de  Vente{b\  treats  this  as  merely  an  example  of  the  more 
general  rule  that  every  obligation  de  certo  corpore  is 
extinguished  when  the  thing  ceases  to  exist  See 
Blackburn  en  the  Contract  of  Sale^  p.  173. 

The  same  principle  seems  to    be  involved   in  the 

(a)  ll£bf^,210. 

(h)  See  Fart  4,  $  a07,  &c ;  and  Part.  2,  ch.  1,  sect.  1,  art.  4,  §  1. 
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lS-}2.       dedsioii  of  Sparrow  t.  Sawgate  (a),  where,  to  an  action 
Z  of  debt  on  an  oUisntion  bv  bail,  conditioned  for  the 

1AVL02  O  •  ' 

^     ^-  payment  of  tbe  debt  or  the  render  of  the  debtw,  it  was 

held  a  good  plea  that  before  any  default  in  Tendering 
him  the  principal  debtor  died.  It  is  true  that  was  the 
ease  of  a  bond  with  a  condition,  and  a  distinction  is 
sometimes  made  in  this  respect  between  a  condition  and 
a  contract  Bat  this  obserratioa  does  not  apply  to 
WWiams  y.  Lloyd  {b).  In  that  case  the  count,  which 
was  in  assumpsit,  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had  deliTered 
a  horse  to  the  defendant,  who  promised  to  redehver  it 
on  request  Breach,  that  though  requested  to  redeliver 
the  horse  he  refused.  Plea,  that  the  horse  was  dck  and 
died,  and  the  plaintiff  made  the  request  after  its  death; 
and  on  demurrer  it  was  held  a  good  plea,  as  the  bailee 
was  discharged  firom  his  promise  by  the  death  of  the 
horse  without  default  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  "  Let  it  be  admitted,''  say  the  Court, ''  that 
be  promised  to  deliyer  it  on  request,  if  the  horse  die 
before,  that  is  become  impossible  by  the  act  of  Grod,  so 
the  party  shaU  be  discharged,  as  much  as  if  an  obligation 
were  made  conditioned  to  deliyer  the  horse  on  request, 
and  he  died  before  it/'  And  Jbiief,  adds  the  report, 
dted  22  Am$.  41,  in  which  it  was  held  that  a  ferryman 
who  had  promised  to  carry  a  horse  safe  across  the  feny 
was  held  chargeable  for  the  drowning  of  the  animal  only 
because  he  had  oyerloaded  the  boat,  and  it  was  agreed 
that  notwithstanding  the  promise  no  action  would  have 
lain  had  there  been  no  n^lect  or  default  on  his  part 

It  may,  we  think,  be  safely  asserted  to  be  now  Enghdt 
law,  that  in  aU  contracts  of  loan  of  chattels  or  bailments 
if  the  performance  of  the  promise  of  the  borrower  or 

(a)  W.  Jonts,  20.  (6)  W,  Jomu,  1T9l 
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bailee  to  return  the  things  lent  or  bailed^  becomes  impos-        1863. 
sible  because  it  has  perished^  this  impossibility  (if  not       TiTtoa 
arising  from  the  fault  of  the  borrower  or  bailee  from     c^^Jj^^t^ 
some  risk  which  he  has  taken  upon  himself)  excuses  the 
borrower  or  bailee  from  the  performance  of  his  promise 
to  redeliver  the  chattel.  * 

The  great  case  of  Coggs  v.  Bernard  {a)  is  now  the 
leading  case  on  the  law  of  bailments^  and  Lord  HoU^  in 
that  case,  referred  so  much  to  the  Civil  law  that  it  might 
perhaps  be  thought  that  this  principle  was  there  derived 
direct  from  the  civilians,  and  was  not  generally  applicable 
in  English  law  except  in  the  case  of  bailments;  but  the 
case  of  WiUiams  v.  Lloyd  {b),  above  cited,  shews  that  the 
same  law  had  been  already  adopted  by  the  English  law 
as  early  as  The  Book  of  Assises,  The  principle  seems  to 
us  to  be  that,  in  contracts  in  which  the  performance 
depends  on  the  continued  existence  of  a  given  person  or 
thing,  a  condition  is  implied  that  the  impossibility  of 
performance  arising  from  the  perishing  of  the  person  or 
thing  shall  excuse  the  performance. 

In  none  of  these  cases  is  the  promise  in  words  other 
than  positive,  nor  is  there  any  express  stipulation  that 
the  destruction  of  the  person  or  thing  shall  excuse  the 
performance;  but  that  excuse  is  by  law  implied,  because 
from  the  nature  of  the  contract  it  is  apparent  that  the 
parties  contracted  on  the  basis  of  the  continued  existence 
of  the  particular  person  or  chatteL  In  the  present  case, 
looking  at  the  whole  contract,  we  find  that  the  parties 
contracted  on  the  basis  of  the  continued  existence  of 
the  Music  Hall  at  the  time  when  the  concerts  were  to  be 
given;  that  being  essential  to  their  performance. 

(a)  1  SrnUKs  L.  C.  171,  5th  ed. ;  2  i.  Baj^.  909. 

(b)  W.  Jones,  179. 
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Tatloi 
Galdw^u^ 


We  thinks  therefore^  that  the  Music  Hall  having  oeaaed 
to  exists  without  fault  of  either  party,  both  parties  are 
excused^  the  plaintiffs  from  taking  the  gardens  and  pay- 
ing the  money,  the  defendants  from  performing  their 
promise  to  give  the  use  of  the  Hall  and  Gardens  and 
other  things.  Consequently  the  rule  must  be  absolute 
to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

Rule  absolute. 


Wednesday, 
May  6th. 

Action  on 
judgment. 
Costs. 

43  G.  3.  c.  40. 
#.4. 

7  &  8  Vict. 
c.»6.«.67. 


Dickinson  against  Anoell. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  upon  a  jnd^ent  for  a  ram  not  exeeeding 
201  for  the  porpose  of  enabling  the  plaintifl^  by  adding  the  costs  to  the 
sum  recovered  by  the  judgment,  to  recoTer  a  sum  exc^ing  20i{l,  and  so 
t)  issue  a  capias  and  de&iat  the  object  of  sUt.  7  &  8  Fiet.  e.  96. «.  57., 
the  diaoretion  of  the  Court  under  stat.  43  G,  3.  e,  46.  «.  4.  as  to  gmnting 
coats  to  the  plaintiff  is  not  taken  away  by  the  later  statute,  bat  tfaej  will 
be  guided  in  the  exercise  of  that  discretion  by  its  prorisions. 

^HIS  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  78/.  13s.,  being 

the  amount  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  against  the 

defendant  by  a  judgment  for  14J*  13f.  4d.  debt,  and 

63/.  Ids.  &/.  costs.  The  defendant  pleaded  nul  tiel  record. 

The  original  action  was  brought  upon  a  schoolmaster's 
bill  for  34/.  2s.  6d.  The  plaintiff  paid  into  Court 
19/.  9s.  2d.,  and  pleaded  a  set  off  as  to  the  residue  for 
rent  due  to  him  from  the  plaintiff.  At  the  trial  the 
plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  for  14/.  13«.  ir/.,  and  hiscosUi 
were  taxed  at  63/.  I9s.  Sd.  making  7SL  13#.  Judgment 
was  signed  on  the  13th  January,  1863. 

The  affidavit  of  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  stated 
that  the  defendant,  by  indenture  dated  February  Gth^ 
I86O9  assigned  the  furniture  and  effects  in  his  dwelling- 
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house  mentioned  in  the  schedule  thereto,  togeflier  with  iges. 
a  policy  of  insurance  on  his  life,  to  trustees  for  the  diokihroh 
benefit  of  his  wife  and  children,  and  by  oilier  indentures 
he  mortgaged  all  his  other  property  for  an  amount 
nearly  equal  to  the  value  thereof;  that  by  reason  of  the 
debt  recovered  in  the  action  being  under  20/.,  the 
plaintiff  was  unable  to  arrest  the  defendant  on  a  writ 
of  ca.  sa.  on  the  judgment,  and  that  the  defendant 
had  no  property  on  which  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  could 
take  effect ;  that  by  reason  of  the  debt  due  from  the 
defendant,  exclusive  of  costs,  being  under  60L  the 
plaintiff  was  unaUe  to  proceed  to  have  the  estate  of  the 
defendant  administered  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy, 
he  not  being  a  trader;  that  the  defendant,  being  an 
attorney  and  solicitor,  would  have  paid  the  debt  and 
costs  due  on  the  judgment  so  recovered  against  him, 
if  the  plaintiff  had  been  in  a  position  to  issue  and 
execute  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.  against  him  or  to  proceed 
against  him  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy;  that  the 
defendant  filed  a  petition  for  protection  firom  arrest  and 
a  schedule  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  on  October  18th, 
1861,  which  was  opposed  on  behalf  of  several  creditors 
and  was  dismissed  by  the  Court ;  that  the  defendant  im- 
mediately after  left  the  country  in  order  to  avoid  his  cre- 
ditors, and  did  not  return  until  just  prior  to  the  filing  of  a 
second  petition  and  schedule  on  the  14th  February,  1862, 
in  which  the  only  assets  returned  by  him  were  290^  0#.  9d., 
and  no  return  was  made  of  any  goods  or  effects ;  that  in 
the  course  of  the  proceedings  in  the  second  petition  the 
defendant  was  examined  and  stated  that  after  the  settle- 
ment of  the  6th  February,  1860,  he  had  not  any  other 
property  except  leasehold  property,  which  was  on  mort- 
gage ;  that  this  petition  was  opposed,  and  the  defendant's 
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1833.        farther  protection  from  arrest  was  withhdd  by  the 
DicKiNsoH     Court. 

The  affidavit  of  the  defendant  stated  that  the  set-off 
in  the  original  action  was  for  rent  due  to  him  from  the 
plaintiff^  in  respect  of  premises  wherein  the  plaintiff 
carried  on  his  business  as  a  schoolmaster;  and  that  the 
answer  made  by  the  plaintiff  was  that  he  was  not  in 
fact  tenant  of  those  premises^  but  that  his  sister^  P.  A. 
Dickinson,  was  the  tenant  thereof^  and  that  the  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  that  ground ;  that  he 
had  since  brought  an  action  against  P.  A*  Dickinson  for 
the  amount  of  the  rent^  and  that  she  had  pleaded  to  the 
action  denying  the  tenancy,  and  that  he  had  not  received 
any  portion  of  the  rent,  and  that  the  attorney  for  the 
plaintiff  had  taken  an  assignment  of  the  original  debt 
and  costs  in  that  action,  and  was  the  real  plaintiff  in 
this  action;  that  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  caused 
a  ca.  sa.  to  be  issued,  and  placed  the  same  in  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex  to  execute,  and  that 
the  officer  of  the  sheriff  came  to  his  house  to  execute 
such  writ  on  two  or  three  occasions;  but,  in  conse- 
quence of  a  notice  served  by  his  directions  on  the 
sheriff  of  Middlesex  that  his  proceedings  were  illegal,  the 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff  commenced  this  action  upon 
the  judgment  debt  and  costs;  that  no  writ  of  fi.  &.  had 
been  issued,  and  that  if  such  writ  had  been  issued  it 
would  have  been  executed,  and  the  full  amount  obtained 
firom  the  defendant's  residence  irrespective  of  the  settle- 
ment referred  to,  which  was  executed  more  than  three 
years  ago,  as  well  as  from  other  goods  belonging  to 
him  of  the  value  of  150/.,  which  he  had  purchased 
since  the  date  of  the  indenture  and  before  the  13th 
January   1863,  on  which  day  judgment  was  signed, 
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and  from  money  at  his  bankers  which  might  have  been        1863. 
attached  equal  in  amoant  to  the  judgment ;  that  he     Dickinson 
was  prepared  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  judgment  debt      akgell. 
and  costs  in  the  original  action  forthwith ;  that  the  plaintiff 
was  indebted  to  him  as  assignee  of  one  Mr.  Davis  and 
Messrs.   Beck  and  Buckle,  upon  judgments  recovered 
against  the  plaintiff  in  an  amount  exceeding  120/.,  and  that 
the  defendant  had  not  received  one  shilling  on  account 
thereof  j  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  founds  and 
was  absenting  himself  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the 
payment  of  his  debts. 

An  application  had  been  made  to  Mellor  J.  at  Cham- 
bers for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  shew  cause 
why  the  plaintiff  should  not  recover  his  costs^  who 
referred  the  matter  to  the  Court. 

Lush,  (E.  U.  Bullen  with  him)^  now  moved  for  a  rule 
accordingly. — By  stat.  43  G,  3.  c.  46.  «•  4.^  in  all  actions 
upon  any  judgment  recovered,  the  plaintiff  '^  shall  not 
recover  or  be  entitled  to  any  costs  of  suit,  unless  the 
Court  in  which  action  on  the  judgment  shall  be  brought^ 
or  some  Judge  of  the  same  Court  shall  otherwise  order.'' 
Stat.  7  &  8  VicL  c.  96.  s.  57.,  reciting  that  it  was  expe- 
dient to  limit  the  then  existing  power  of  arrest  upon 
final  process,  enacts,  '*  That  from  and  after  the  passing  of 
this  Act  no  person  shall  be  taken  or  charged  in  execution 
upon  any  judgment  obtained  fee.  in  any  action  for  the 
recovery  of  any  debt  wherein  the  siun  recovered  shall 
not  exceed  the  sum  of  20/.,  exclusive  of  the  costs 
recovered  by  such  judgment.'^  In  Slater  v.  Mackay  {a\ 
which  was  decided  five  yeK;rs  after  the  passing  of  stat. 
7  &  8  VicL  c.  96.,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  held  that 
(a)  8C.^.  553. 
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1863.  it  had  a  diacretion  to  give  the  plaintiff  his  costs  in 
DioKixBov  CBSGB  of  this  nature^  and  there  exercised  it  in  &your  of 
Anobll.  ^^^  plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  he  had  no  other  probable 
means  of  recovering  his  debt,  and  that  his  adopting  the 
only  available  means  of  enforcing  his  judgment  was  met, 
not  by  a  plea  to  the  merits,  but  by  a  plea  of  nnl  tiel 
record.  Those  reasons  apply  in  the  present  case.  In 
Adams  v.  Ready  (a),  the  Court  of  Exchequer  said  that 
irhere  an  action  was  brought  on  a  judgment  for  a 
debt  under  202.  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  a  sum 
above  201.^  and  issuing  an  execution  against  the  peraon, 
they  carried  out  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  by 
holding,  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  that  the 
plaintiff  must  bear  the  expense  of  it,  and  ought  not  to  be 
allowed  his  costs.  {Blackburn  J.  The  reasoning  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  goes  to  this,  that  the  bringing  of  an 
action  on  the  judgment  under  the  circumstances  was  a 
frustration  of  stat.  7  &  8  Fid.  c.  96.  t.  57.  Cochburn 
C.  J.  They  thought  that,  the  Legislature  having  enacted 
that  a  plaintiff  shall  not  arrest  a  defendant  where  the 
sum  recovered  does  not  exceed  20/.,  could  not  have 
contemplated  that  a  plaintiff  might  accumulate  the 
costs  to  the  judgment.  Crompton  J.  The  Legislature, 
having  in  its  mind  stat.  48  G.  3.  e.  46.,  for  preventing  an 
attorney  bringing  an  action  on  a  judgment  in  order  to 
get  costs,  may  have  relied  upon  our  discretion  in  other 
cases.]  In  Adams  y.  Ready  (a),  the  defendant  may 
have  had  no  means  of  paying  the  debt,  in  which  case 
he  would  be  within  the  protection  against  imprisonment 
intended  to  be  given  to  poor  debtors  by  stat.  7  &  8 
Vict  c.  96.  8.  57.  [CocUum  C.  J.  The  Court  of 
Exchequer  do  not  put  their  judgment  on  tiiat  ground, 
{a)  ^H,^N.  261. 
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but  on  this,  that  they  ought  not  to  exercise  their  dis*  1SG3. 
cretion  under  the  first  Act  so  as  to  overrule  the  Dickinsov 
second.]  The  Court  would  not  exercise  their  discre-  ahojill. 
tion  in  favour  of  a  plaintiff  who  had  been  guilty  of 
an  evasion  of  the  statute ;  but  stat.  7  &  8  Viet  c.  96. 
8.  57.  does  not  limit  the  discretion  of  the  Court  in 
the  case  of  an  action  on  a  judgment.  [Crompion  J. 
You  say  the  plaintiff  has  been  driven  by  the  conduct  of 
the  defendant  to  adopt  a  course  which  takes  him  out  of 
the  operation  of  the  statute.]  At  the  time  of  the  passing 
of  stat  43  G.  3.  c.  46.  primS  fiicie  every  action  on  a 
judgment  was  unnecessary^  because  in  all  cases  a  defen- 
dant could  be  taken  on  a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum. 
[Crompton  J.  There  is  no  impropriety  in  bringing  an 
action  on  a  judgment  for  a  debt  under  201.,  but  which 
with  the  costs  exceeds  20/. :  that  was  conceded  in  Adams 
V.  Beady  (a),  as  well  as  in  Slater  v.  JUackay  (&).  Black- 
bum  J.  cited  Mason  v.  Nicholh  (c).] 

J.  Brawn  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance,  and  was 
contending  that  the  Court  would  not^  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  present  case^  exercise  its  discretion  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiff,  when  he  was  stopped. 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  I  dissent  firom  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer to  this  extent, — that  I  think  we  still  have  a  dis^ 
cretion  under  stat.  48  G.  3.  r.  46.,  as  .to  granting  costs 
in  such  cases  as  the  present,  and  that  stat  7  &  8  Vict 
e.  96.  has  not  taken  it  away.  Although  the  latter  statute 
enacts  that  there  shall  not  be  an  arrest  upon  final  process 
when  the  sum  recovered  does  not  exceed  20/.,  it  has  not 

(a)  eH.fN.  261.  (*)  8  C.  B.  553. 

(c)  14Af.#fr.  iia 
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1863.        taken  away  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  who  has  recovered 
Dickinson    judgment  for  a  debt  not  exceeding  20L  and  who  cannot 
Ano'ell.      ^^^  ^^^  execution,  to  bring  an  action  on  that  judgment. 
Our  discretion  therefore  remains.     I  however  go  the 
length  of  saying  that  the  latter  statute  gives  the  Court 
a  guide  as  to  the  exercise  of  its  discretion ;   and  if  we 
saw  that  the  action  on  the  judgment  was  brought  simply 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  creditor  by  superadding 
the  costs  to  the  sum  recovered  by  the  judgment  to 
recover  a  sum  exceeding  20/.^  and  so  to  issue  a  capias 
ad  satisfaciendum  and  defeat  the  object  of  the  statute, 
WQ.  ought  not  assist  the  plaintiff  by  giving  him  the  costs 
of  the  second  action.     But  a  discretion  being  left  to  us, 
we  should  be  justified  in  doing  so,  where  a  plaintiff  who 
has  been  baffled  by  the  unrighteous  proceedings  of  his 
debtor  is  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  any  remedy  for 
recovering  the  fruits  of  his  judgment.    I  agree  with  Mr. 
Lush  that  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  was  to  protect 
persons  who  had  no  pecuniary  means,  and  could  give 
nothing  to  their  creditors  but  the  miserable  satisfaction  of 
incarcerating  their  bodies ;  and  in  such  cases  we  should 
take  the  enactment  as  our  guide  and  exercise  our  discre- 
tion in  favour  of  the  debtor.     But  where  a  defendant  has 
means  and  has  endeavoured  to  evade  payment,  we  are 
not  ousted  of  our  jurisdiction.     Here  I  was  disposed  to 
think  that  we  might  exercise  our  discretion  by  giving 
costs  to  the  plaintiff,  but  Mr.  Brawn  has  shewn  that 
there  have  been  faults  on  both  sides.     Therefore,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  rule  ought  not  to  be  granted,  the 
plaintiff  being  left  to  avail  himself  of  such  remedy  on 
the  judgment  as  he  may  have. 

CaoMPTON,  Blackburn  and  Mellob  J  J.  concurred 

Rule  refused. 
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1863. 


KiLSHAw  against  Jukes,  Till  and  Wynn,       ^"''^' 

1.  The  test  whether  a  person  who  is  not  an  ostensible  partner  in  a  Partnership, 
trade,  is  nevertheless,  in  contemplation  of  law,  a  partner,  is, — not  whether    Test  of, 

he  is  entitled  to  participate  in  the  profits ;  although  this  affords  cogent^ 
often  conclusive  evidence  of  it — but  whether  the  trade  has  been  car- 
ried on  by  persons  acting  on  his  behalf:  per  Blackburn  and  MeUor  J  J. 

2.  Qu,  per  Wightftum  J.,  of  the  authority  of  WiUon  v.  WhUehead, 
10Jlf.#}r.  603? 

^HIS  was  an  action  against  three  defendants  Joseph 
Juket,  George  Sibton  Till,  and  John  Wynn.  The  two 
latter  having  suffered  judgment  by  default,  the  plaintiff 
declared  against  Jukes  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  work 
and  materials,  and  on  accounts  stated.  Plea,  never  in- 
debted.    Issue. 

On  the  trial,  before  Willes  J.,  at  the  Liverpool 
Summer  Assizes^  1862,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  a  timber  merchant,  brought  this  action  to  recover 
138/.  2s,  lOcf.,  the  value  of  timber  supplied  to  and  upon 
the  order  of  the  defendants  Itll  and  Wynn,  for  some 
houses  which  they  were  then  building  in  Birkenhead. 
The  plaintiff  who  was  not,  at  the  time,  aware  that 
the  defendant  Jukes  had  any  interest  in  these  houses, 
relied  on  the  following  evidence  to  shew  a  concealed  part- 
nership between  him  and  Till  and  IVynn, 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  the  defendants 
Jukes  and  Till,  who  were  examined  as  witnesses  for 
the  defence,  that  Till  and  Wynn  were  engaged  in  build- 
ing speculations  in  which  Jukes  had  no  interest  He 
had,  however,  lent  them  various  sums  of  money  amount- 
ing in   January  1862,  to  189/.,  when  he  refused  to 
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1863.        make  them  any  further  advances^   and  was  pieniDg 
KiLBBAw      them  for  re-payment     It  was  then  agreed  between 

Joup.  them  that  the  three  should  join  in  taking  a  pece  of 
hmd  in  their  joint  names ;  that  TVfl  and  JVytm  should 
erect  on  it  the  houses  in  question.  Jukes  supplying  them 
with  the  ironmongery ;  that  Jukes  should  be  paid  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  houses  the  whole  of  his  old  loan  of 
189L,  and  the  price  of  what  ironmongery  he  should 
supply  for  the  purpoee  of  the  speculation,  that  any 
surplus  should  belong  to  TW  and  fVynn,  and  if  the  pro- 
ceeds proved  insuffident  to  pay  idm,  Jukes  was  to  be  loser. 
In  pursuance  of  this  arrangement  the  following  agree- 
ment was  entered  into. 

''An  aqubbmsnt  made  this  28th  day  of  February 9 
1862,  between  Thomas  Sanders,  o{  Liverpool,  plasterer  and 
builder,  and  Joseph  Barker ^  of  Liverpool,  in  the  county  of 
Lancasier,  gentleman  (as  vendors  of  the  land  hereinafter 
described)  of  the  one  part,  and  George  Sibson  Till,  and 
John  Wynn,  of  Birkenhead^  in  the  county  of  Chester,  and 
Joseph  Jukes,  of  Dranmere,  Birkenhead,  aforesaid,  iron- 
monger, (as  purchasers)  of  the  other  part,  witnesseth 
that  the  said  rendora  agree  to  sell  to  the  said  purchasers^ 
who  agree  to  purchase  from  the  said  vendors  at  or  for  a 
price  of  25«.  per  square  yard.  All  that  piece  or  pared  of 
land  situate  in  Birkenhead  in  the  county  of  Chester  (setting 
out  the  situation  and  quantity.)  And  the  said  vendors 
agree  to  deduce  a  goodtitle  to  the  said  land  for  an  estate 
of  fireehold  of  inheritance  in  fee  simple  in  possession  sub- 
ject to  the  conditions  herein  contained,  and  to  deliver  an 
abstract  thereof  to  the  said  purchasers  one  month  after 
request  in  writing,  such  abstract  to  commence  with  a 
conveyance  firom  Francis  Richard  Priee^  £^*>  by  which 
conveyance  all  mines,  and  minerals,  and  fossils,  com- 
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mons^  and  commonable  rights,  also  all  manorial  and  1863. 
baronial  rights  and  privileges,  and  seats  and  pews  in  Kxlbeaw 
Birkenhead  Church,  are  saved,  excepted  and  reserved  to  jukbs, 
the  said  Francis  Richard  Price,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  in 
manner  therein  mentioned,  with  which  deduction  of  title 
the  said  purchasers  shall  be  satisfied,  and  upon  payment 
of  the  purchase  money,  and  interest  and  advances,  and 
all  other  moneys  which  shall  be  due  by  virtue  of  this 
agreement  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  said  vendors 
agree  to  convey  the  said  land  to  the  said  purchasers,  or 
as  they  shall  appoint,  such  conveyance  to  be  prepared  by 
and  at  the  purchasers'  expense.  And  the  said  purchasers 
agree  to  buOd  or  cause  to  be  built  three  dwelling-houses 
and  shops  at  least  fit  for  habitation,  within  four  months 
from  the  date  hereof,  and  to  pay  the  purchase  money  of 
the  first  three  houses  and  shops  on  or  before  the  30th 
day  of  July  next,  and  to  pay  the  purchase  money  of  the 
remaining  portion  of  the  land  on  or  before  the  30th  day 
of  October  next,  and  to  pay  interest  thereon  in  the  mean- 
time and  until  the  said  purchase  money  shall  be  paid  at 
the  rate  of  5/.  per  centum  per  annum,  to  be  computed 
and  commence  from  the  1st  day  of  June  next,  upon 
the  land  and  upon  the  advances  from  the  respective  dates 
of  advance,  and  also  to  erect  on  the  said  land  seven 
dwelling-houses  or  other  buildings  either  with  or  vath- 
out  shops,  and  each  of  the  houses  shall  be  of  not  less 
value  than  40/.  per  annum,  the  plans  thereof  to  be  ap- 
proved of  by  the  said  vendors  or  their  agent.  And  the 
purchasers  further  agree  that,  in  each  conveyance  of  the 
said  land  or  part  thereof,  there  shall  be  inserted  a  covenant 
on  the  part  of  the  grantee  or  grantees,  his  or  their  heirs  or 
assigns,  to  observe  and  perform  the  covenants  and  restric- 
voL.  III.  8  k  b.  &;  s. 
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1863.       tions  affecting  the  said  land  mentioned  and  oontained  in 
KiLAAw     *^®  convejrance  thereof  ftom  the  said  Fronds  Bkhard 

JinLOL  -^^i  Esq.,  (sabject  to  which  the  said  land  is  contrscted 
to  be  sold),  and  also  not  to  erect  and  suffer  to  be  erected 
any  houses  in  courts  or  places,  alleys  or  passages,  and 
not  to  sufier  nor  allow  any  cellars  to  be  used  or  occupied 
as  separate  habitations,  and  also  to  bear  and  pay  one  half 
the  expenses  of  making,  sewering  and  completing  the 
several  streets  and  roads  upon  which  the  said  land  abuts. 
It  is  further  agreed  the  said  vendors  and  all  necessary 
parties  shall  fiom  time  to  time  convey  to  the  said  pur- 
chasers, or  as  ihey  may  direct,  such  lots  or  parcels  of  the 
said  land  as  they  may  require  upon  receiving  and  being 
paid  at  the  rate  of  27«.  per  square  yard  for  so  much  as 
they  may  require  to  be  conveyed  on  account  of  the  por- 
cbaae  money  remaining  due  under  this  agreement ;  also 
all  other  moneys  that  may  be  advanced  upon  the  said 
land,  together  with  all  interest  thereon,  the  said  pur- 
chasers bearing  all  the  costs  and  expences  attending  such 
additional  conveyances,  with  the  exception  of  one  abstract. 
And  further  that  if  the  purchasers  fulfil  their  part  of 
this  agreement  the  vendors  shall,  if  required  by  the  said 
purchasers,  from  time  to  time,  advance  to  them  such 
sums  of  money  on  materials  not  exceeding  in  the  whole 
at  one  time  5507.,  and  as  thqr  may  require  and  accor- 
ding to  the  schedule  hereunder  written,  to  enable  them 
to  erect  and  complete  the  buildings  upon  the  said  land, 
provided  that  such  buildings  are  erected  in  a  substantial 
and  workmanlike  manner,  to  the  satisfiaction  of  the  said 
vendors  or  their  agent,  and  that  the  value  thereof  shall 
be  at  least  one  third  greater  than  the  amount  of  advance 
required,  the  same  to  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per 
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cent  per  annnm,  from  the  time  of  audi  advance  until  1863. 
payment  thereof.  It  is  further  agreed  the  purchasen  kiuihaw 
may  have  immediate  possession  of  the  said  laud^  and  shall  Jukxs. 
commence  to  build  at  least  three  dwelling  houses  thereon 
within  six  days  from  the  date  thereof,  and  shall  proceed 
to  finish  the  same  with  all  reasonable  dispatch,  but  will 
not  be  allowed  to  remove  any  clay,  or  dig  and  carry  away 
any  sand,  or  any  other  materials,  whether  the  same  are 
fixed  or  othei^wise,  which  materials  the  vendors  have  ]iea 
upon  for  all  moneys  advanced  and  due  by  virtue  of  this 
agreement  Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  agreed 
between  the  said  parties  hereto,  the  said  vendors  shall 
not  be  required  to  obtain  a  conveyance  to  themselves  of 
the  legal  estate  in  the  said  land,  but  the  said  purchasers, 
U  required  by  the  said  vendors,  shall  take  a  conv^ance 
thereof  firom  the  party  or  parties  in  whom  the  same  is  or 
might  be  vested ;  and  inasmuch  as  the  title  deeds  relating 
to  the  said  land  relate  to  other  land  of  greater  value,  the 
purchasers  shall  be  satisfied  with  a  deed  of  covenant 
for  the  production  thereof  to  be  prepared  by  and  at  the 
expense  of  the  purchasers,  such  covenant  to  be  binding 
upon  the  holder  of  the  deeds  so  long  only  as  they  remain 
in  his  custody  :  provided  also  that  the  purcha^rs  shall 
bear  all  expenses  attending  the  production  and  examina* 
tion  of  the  deeds  not  in  the  possession  of  the  vendors, 
and  the  expenses  of  furnishing  or  obtaining  all  attested 
or  other  copies  of  or  extracts  from  registers  which  the 
purchasers  may  require  for  any  purpose,  and  that  all 
recitals  and  statements  in  the  said  conveyance  from  the 
said  Francis  Richard  Price,  and  in  the  conveyance  to 
Charles  Monk,  Esq.,  the  owner  of  three  undivided  fourth 
parts  or  shares  of  and  in  the  said  land,  of  the  remaining 

8k  2 
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1863.  one  undivided  fourth  part  or  share,  shall  be  deemed 
KimhIw  ~  correct,  conclusive  and  sufficient  evidence  of  the  fiwts  w 
Jukes.  niatters  so  recited  or  stated,  and  the  vendors  shall  not  be 
bound  for  any  purpose  to  produce  or  to  fiimish  any  copj 
or  abstract  of  any  deed,  will  or  other  document  so  recited 
or  mentioned  in  the  said  conveyances  or  either  of  them, 
but  if  the  purchasers  shall  require  the  production  of  any 
copy  or  abstract  of  any  such  deed,  will  or  other  document, 
the  said  Vendors  shall  be  at  liberty,  if  they  think  fit,  but 
not  otherwise,  to  comply  with  such  requirements  at  the 
expense  of  the  said  purchasers :  provided  further,  and  it 
is  hereby  agreed,  that  the  said  purchasers  shall  be  con- 
.  sidered  as  accepting  the  title  as  deduced  under  this  agree* 
ment  unless  they  shall,  within  fourteen  days  after  the 
delivery  of  such  abstract  as  aforesaid,  deliver  in  writing, 
to  the  vendors  or  their  solicitors,  some  valid  objection  to 
such  title  BO  deduced  as  aforesaid,  in  which  case  the  said 
vendors  shall  be  at  liberty  to  rescind  this  agreement  hj 
returning  the  amount  of  deposit  on  account  of  the  par- 
chase  money  without  any  cost  or  compensation;  and 
provided  also,  that  in  case  the  said  purchasers,  their 
heirs  or  assigns,  shall  not  pay  the  purchase  money  and 
interest  as  aforesaid,  and  shall  not  duly  perform  and 
observe  the  terms  and  agreements  aforesaid  on  their  parts 
to  be  performed,  or  in  case  the  said  purchasers  shall 
become  bankrupt,  or  take  the  benefit  of  any  Act  for  the 
relief  of  insolvent  debtors,  or  attempt  to  do  so,  or  shall 
suffer  any  execution  to  be  issued  against  them,  or  make 
any  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  any  one  or  more  of 
their  creditors,  or  shall  leave  the  United  Kingdom,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  said  vendors,  their  respective  heirs  or 
assigns,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  said  purchasers, 
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their  heirs  or  assigns^  at  any  time  thereafter  to  enter  upon  1868. 
the  said  land  hereby  contracted  for,  and  any  dwelling-  kjllshaw 
house  or  other  building  which  shall  be  thereon  erected  jokks. 
or  erecting,  and  to  finish  and  complete  such  of  them  as 
may  be  unfinished,  if  they  shall  think  proper,  but  not 
otherwise,  and  to  make  sale  and  dispose  of  the  said  land 
and  buildings  finished  or  imfinished,  mortgaged  or  un- 
mortgaged, or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  by  public  auction 
or  private  contract,  and  in  one  or  more  lots,  for  such 
price  or  prices  as  they  shall  think  fit,  and  to  convey  and 
assure  the  same  when  sold  to  the  purchaser  or  purchasers, 
or  as  they  or  he  shall  appoint,  and  to  give  valid  dis- 
charges for  the  purchase  money,  so  as  to  exonerate  the 
purchaser  firom  all  liability  as  to  the  application  thereof, 
and  out  of  the  purchase  money  which  shall  arise  from 
such  sale,  after  payment  of  the  expense  thereof,  and  the 
expense  of  finishing  and  completing  any  such  houses  and 
buildings  as  aforesaid,  and  also  of  insuring  against  damage 
by  fire,  (which  the  vendors  are  hereby  authorized,  but 
not  bound  to  do),  with  interest  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum 
on  all  such  expenses,  to  deduct,  and  retain  the  said  pur- 
chase money,  interest  and  all  other  moneys  due  under 
this  agreement.     As  witness,  &c.'' 

Here  followed  the  schedule  of  the  advances  referred  to. 

Shortly  after  this  the  timber  in  question  was  supplied 
to  Till  and  fVynn  by  the  plaintifi^,  who,  at  first,  required 
a  guarantee  of  some  other  person,  whereupon  they 
ofiered  Jukes;  but  his  security  was  rejected  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  he  ultimately  supplied  the  timber  on  the 
credit  of  Till  and  Wynn  alone. 

Joseph  Barker,  one  of  the  vendors  under  the  above 
agreement,  being  called  at  the  trial,  stated  that,  after  some 
advances  had  been  made  to  the  defendants,  he  objected  to 
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1863.        make  any  further^  unless  all  three  signed  the  receipts,  or 
~^KuMkir    ^^1^88  they  would  give  him  a  memorandum  authoriiing 
JuKBff        ^^°^  *^  P^y  ^  whichever  of  them  caUed ;  and  that  there- 
upon on  the  12th  Aprils  they  signed  the  following:— 

"ToMr.  J:  Barker. 

"  Sir.  We,  the  undersigned,  being  partners  in  a  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  land  situate  in  Oxtan  Road, 
Birkenhead,  from  you  and  Mr.  T.  Sanders,  which  con- 
tract is  dated  the  28th  February,  1862,  and  contains 
stipulaticms  as  to  advances  to  be  made  to  enable  us  to 
erect  buildings  thereon,  hereby  agree  that  the  signature 
of  any  one  of  us  shall  be  an  effectual  receipt  for  advances 
so-  made,  and  any  such  benefit  shall  be  binding  upon  the 

whole  of  US. 

"John  Wynn. 

"Joseph  Jukes. 

"Georges.  TOL'' 

Jukes  subsequently  purchased  the  interest  of  TW,  and 
Wynn  in  the  buildings. 

He  learned  Judge  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
they  inferred  from  the  evidence  that  the  statement  of 
7Y//  and  Jukes  vf9&  incorrect :  did  they  believe  thatJtiAef 
was  personally  interested  in  the  transaction  ? 

The  jury  found  for  the  defendant  Jukes,  leave  being  re- 
served to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enXet  a  verdict  for  himself 
for  the  amount  claimed,  on  the  question  whether  Jtciet  was 
in  point  of  law  a  partner,  and  liable  as  such ;  the  plain- 
tiff undertaking  not  to  take  the  case  to  a  Court  (terror. 

Aspinall,  in  MichaelmasTerm,  1862,  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
accordingly ;  and  also  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction, in  that  the  Judge  should  have  directed  the  jury 
that  the  written  documents  proved  a  partnership  between 
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Jukes  and  the  other  defendants  as  regarded  the  plainti£P,        1863.  . 
or  should  have  more  distinctly  pointed  out  what  would      Kiuhaw 
be  evidence  of  such  a  partnership  ;  and  on  the  ground       jdkes 
of  the  verdict  being  against  the  evidence. 

The  learned  Judge  reported  himself  satisfied  with  the 
verdict^  and  that  the  jury  must  be  taken  to  have  believed 
Jukes  and  Till,  and  to  have  found  that  the  arrangement 
was  as  they  stated  it^  and  that  Jukes  gave  no  authority 
in  fact  to  TUl  and  fVynn  to  order  timber  on  his  account 

The  rule  was  argued  at  the  Sittings  in  banc  after 
Bilary  Term  {February  12th),  before  Wtohtman,  Cbomf- 
TON,  Blackbu&n  and  Mellor  J  J.  Crompton  J.  left  the 
Court  at  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  of  the  defend- 
ants counsel,  and  therefore  took  no  part  in  the  judg- 
ment. 

Mellish  and  Robins  shewed  cause.— t/tiAef  was  not  a 
partner  with  Till  and  Wynn  in  these  houses.  The  real 
contract  between  the  three  defendants  inter  se  was  that 
TiU  and  Wynn  were  to  furnish  all  things  necessary  for 
the  houses,  including  timber,  and  Jukes  was  to  furnish 
ironmongery ;  so  that  the  timber  supplied  by  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  become  partnership  property  until  it  was 
put  into  the  houses.  Gibson  v.  Lufton  {a)  is  an  autho- 
rity that  if  two  persons  purchase  goods  they  are  not 
both  responsible  if  the  intention  of  all  parties  was 
that  they  should  be  responsible  severally.  Here  was  no 
holding  out  of  Jukes  as  a  partner.  \_Blackbum  J.  That 
is  not  essential.  There  are  many  cases  where  a  dormant 
partner  has  been  held  liable,  although  there  was  a  secret 
agreement  with  his  partners  that  he  should  not  be  so.] 

(a)  9  Bing.  2d7. 
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1868.       The  reason  of  that  is  not  apparent,  and  it  has  never 
KitsHAw     ^^^^  'o  ^^d  down  by  the  House  of  Lords.  [  Wightwan  J. 
JuKM       J^f^9  was  to  have  the  benefit  of  this  transaction.]    That 
is  not  the  test    The  tme  test  of  partnership  is  whether 
each  of  the  parties  has  constituted  the  others  his  agents 
for  the  general  object.    Moreover,  as  Jukes  is  not  entitled 
to  any  of  the  profits  over  and  above  what  is  sufficient  to 
reimburse  him,  be  is  no  more  a  partner  than  any  other 
creditor  who  advances  money  to  his  debtor  thereby 
becomes  his  partner.     [^Blackbum  J.    Juke$  differs  from 
an  ordinary  creditor  in  this^  that  he  gets  a  preference 
over  other  creditors.     Besides,  if  the  houses  were  burnt 
down  he  was  to  lose  all.]    Where  several  persons  engage 
in  a  joint  adventure,  and  by  agreement  among  them, 
one  is  to  contribute  one  thing  and  another  another  to 
the  general  object,  and  they  do  not  hold  themselves  out 
as  partners,  they  are  not  partners  in  it,  and  cannot  be 
treated  as  such,  although  they  share  the  profits  of  the 
concern  among  them ;  Saoille  v.  Robertson  (a),  Wilson 
V.  fVhitehead  (i).  Cox  v.  Hickman  (c).     The  other  side 
may  rely  on  GouthwaUe  v.  Duckworth  [d) ;  but  the  pre- 
sent case  does  not  come  within  it,  and,  if  it  even  did, 
that  case  is  overborne  by  those  already  cited. 

Heathy  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  agreement  of  the 
28th  February,  1862,  executed  by  the  three  defendants, 
and  the  subsequent  letter  signed  by  them,  shew  that  they 
were  joint  speculators  in  this  concern.  {^BbicUum  J. 
No  doubt  in  that  agreement  they  were  joint  oontractors 
with  the  owners  of  the  land,  but  that  does  not  necessarily 
make  them  so  as  regards  the  plaintiff,  who  is  not  acting 

(«)  4  71  B.  720.  (b)  10  M.  #  W.  503. 

(c)  8  H.  L,  a  268.  ((/)  12  Ea»t,  421. 
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in  any  way  on  that  agreement]      Vere  v.  Anhby  (a)       1863. 
shews  that  he  is  entitled  to  take  advantage  of  it     Far-      Kilsbaw 
ticipation  in  profits  constitutes  partnership ;  Govtttwaxie       Juku. 
V.  Duckworth  (i),  Gilpin  v.  Endarbey,  in  error  (e\  Fereday 
V.  fVigktwick  (rf).  Curling  v.  Robertson  (e\  Barry  v.  Nes^ 
ham  (J)  :  and  that  principle  is  not  impugned  by  Cox  v. 
Hickman  (y),  which  depended  on  its  own  special  circum- 
stances ;  and^  as  to  Wilson  v.  fFhitehead{h)t  it  was  not 

much  argued. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  Judges^  differing  in  opinion,  the  following  judg- 
ments were  now  deUvered. 

Mellob  J.  The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether 
the  defendant  Jukes  was  jointly  liable  with  the  two  other 
defendants,  Till  and  Wynn,  in  rdspect  of  certain  timber 
supplied  by  the  plaintiff  upon  the  orders  and  on  the 
credit  of  Till  and  JVynn,  for  the  purpose  of  erecting 
certain  houses  at  Birkenhead,  which  all  the  defendants 
had  contracted  with  Messrs.  Sanders  8f  Barker  to  build 
upon  a  piece  of  land  purchased  of  them. 

It  appeared  that  Till  and  Wynn  being  indebted  to 
JukeSy  who  was  an  ironmonger,  for  ironmongery  goods 
previously  supplied  by  him  to  them,  proposed  to  him 
that  he  should  join  them  in  the  purchase  of  a  piece  of 
land,  that  they  ( Till  and  Wynn)  should  build  certain 
houses  upon  it,  and  that  he  should  supply  the  iron- 
mongery, and  they  the  other  materials  required  in  the 
building  of  the  houses ;  and  that  out  of  the  profits 
expected  to  arise  therefrom  he  should  be  paid  his  exist- 

(a)  10  B,  f  a  288.  (6)  12  East,  421. 

(r)  bB.^A.  954.  (d)  1  Rms.  #  JM>.  46. 

(«)  7  Man.  ^  Gr.  336.  (/)  3  C.  B,  641. 

(g)  8  B.  L.  C.  26«.  (h)  10  M.  tj-  W.  503. 
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1863.  ing  debt  of  189/.,  as  well  as  the  price  of  the  iion- 
KiLBHAw  mongery  to  be  supplied  by  him  for  the  houses;  but  that 
Jukes  ^^^  surplus  of  profit  after  satisfying  those  claims  shaM 
exclusively  belong  to  Till  and  Wynn  ;  and  that  in  the  CTent 
of  no  profit  arising.  Jukes  should  forego  his  debt  and  the 
value  of  the  ironmongery  so  to  be  supplied.  The  plaintiff, 
at  the  time  he  supplied  the  timber  for  the  houses,  was 
not  aware  that  Jukes  was  interested  in  the  building,  or 
connected  with  Till  and  fFynn  in  the  speculation;  bat 
the  timber  was  supplied  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  credit  of 
•TV//  and  fVynn  alone. 

Under  these  circumstances,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  against  Jukes,  he  must  make  out  that  the  relation 
between  these  three  defendants,  arising  out  of  their  joint 
contract  to  build  the  houses,  amounted  to  an  actual 
partnership,  so  as  to  confer  on  each  joint  contractor  an 
authority  to  bind  the  others  in  respect  of  all  orders  given 
in  furtherance  of  the  object  of  the  contract;  or  he  must 
shew  that  Jukes  actually  authorized  the  order  given  by 
the  other  defendants  to  the  plaintiff  to  supply  the  goods  in 
question.  Unless  he  succeeds  in  establishing  one  or  other 
of  these  propositions,  his  rule  must  be  discharged.  It  is 
not  contended  that  Jukes  expressly  sanctioned  the  order 
for  the  goods  on  his  own  behalf;  on  the  contrary,  the 
agreement  between  the  defendants,  inter  se,  was  that 
Jukes  was  to  supply  the  ironmongery,  and  that  the  other 
defendants  were  to  provide  all  other  materials.  The 
plaintiff  must,  therefore,  rest  his  case  upon  an  implication 
of  authority  to  each  of  the  defendants  to  bind  the  others 
for  all  goods  supplied,  or  work  done,  in  the  building  of 
the  houses,  in  pursuance  of  the  contract  vath  Messrs. 
Sanders  jr  Barker;  and  this  quite  independently  of  any 
arrangement  between  themselves  as  to  the  scope  and 
object  of  the  speculation  itself. 
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I  am  of  opinion,  that  under  the  circumstances  of  this  1863. 
case,  there  was  not  any  implication  of  authority  to  the  Kilsuaw 
other  defendants  to  bind  Juket  by  the  order  given  by  Jukbb. 
them  for  the  timber  in  question.  So  far  as  the  contract 
with  Messrs.  Sanders  jr  Barker  is  concerned,  that  might 
have  been  performed  without  the  defendants  giving  a 
single  order  for  goods  or  materials  to  be  supplied  to  the 
building,  by  simply  making  a  separate  contract  with  a 
builder  to  erect  the  houses.  In  one  8euse>  the  goods  or 
materials  used  in  the  building  would  have  been  supplied 
for  the  benefit  of  the  defendants  jointly;  but  it  cannot 
be  contended  that  they  would  have  been  liable  to  the 
parties  who  furnished  the  materials  on  the  credit  of  the 
contractors.  It  appears  to  me  that  Jukn  derived  no 
other  kind  of  benefit  from  the  contracts  of  TiU  and 
Wynn  than  the  three  defendants  would  have  derived 
from  employing  an  independent  contractor.  The  order 
given  to  the  plaintiff  was  not  given  by  persons  acting,  or 
professing  to  act,  on  behalf  of  Jukes^  but  by  persons  in 
fact  acting,  and  professing  to  act,  on  their  own  behalf, 
and  was,  in  fact,  given  in  order  that  they  might  perform 
their  part  of  the  arrangement  with  Jukes  for  providing 
the  portion  of  the  materials  which  they  had  agreed  to 
supply  towards  the  building  of  the  houses. 

The  decisions  of  the  Courts  with  reference  to  this 
branch  of  the  law  have  not  been  uniform ;  but, 
since  the  case  of  Cox  v.  Hickman  (a),  reported  else- 
where under  the  name  of  Wheatcroft  v.  Hickman  (&), 
I  think  that  the  principle  applicable  to  the  facts  of 
the  present  case  is  sufficiently  clear  to  determine  the 
result  in  favour  of  the  defendant  Jukes.  In  Cox  y. 
Hickman  (a)  Lord  Cranworth,  in  his  judgment,  thus 
(a)  8  J7.  L.  a  26a  {b)  9  C.  B.  N.  S.  47. 
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1868.        expresses  the  rule  of  law,  p.  806 : — '^  It  is  often  said 
KiLSHAw      that  the  test,  or  one  of  the  tests,  whether  a  person  not 

JincBs.       ostensibly  a  partner,  is  nevertheless,  in  contemplation  of 
law,  a  partner,  is,  whether  he  is  entitled  to  participate  in 
the  profits.    This,  no  doubt,  is,  in  general,  a  sufiBciently 
accurate  test ;  for  a  right  to  participate  in  profits  affords 
cogent,  often  conclusive  evidence,  that  the  trade  in  which 
the  profits  have  been  made,  was  carried  on  in  part  for  or 
on  behalf  of  the  person  setting  up  such  claim*  But  the  real 
ground  of  the  KabilUy  is,  that  the  trade  has  been  carried  on 
by  persons  acting  on  his  behalf  J*    And  Lord  Wensltydak, 
in  the  same  case,  says,  p.  312-313  : — "  A  man  who  allows 
another  to  carry  on  trade,  whether  in  his  own  name  or  not, 
to  buy  and  sell,  and  to  pay  over  all  the  profits  to  him,  is 
undoubtedly  the  principal,  and  the  person  so  employed 
is  the  agent,  and  the  principal  is  liable  for  the  ag^ifs 
contracts  in  the  course  of  his  employment     So  if  two 
or  more  agree  that  they  should  carry  on  a  trade,  and 
share  the  profits  of  it,  each  is  a  principal,  and  each  is  an 
agent  for  the  other,  and  each  is  bound  by  the  other's 
contracts  in  carrying  on  the  trade,  as  much  as  a  single 
principal  would  be  by  the  act  of  an  agent,  who  was  to 
give  the  whole  of  the  profits  to  his  employer/'    And 
again,  in  referring  to  the  terms  of  the  deed  in  that  case, 
he  says,  p.  318 : — ''  Can  we  collect  firom  the  trust  deed 
that  each  of  the  subscribing  creditors  is  a  partner  with 
the  trustees  and  by  the  mere  signature  of  the  deed  con- 
stitutes them  his  agents  for  carrying  on  the  business 
on  account  of  himself  and  the  rest  of  the  creditors  ?    I 
think  not.     It  is  true  that  by  this  deed  the  creditors 
will  gain  an  advantage  by  the  trustees  carrying  on  the 
trade ;  for  if  it  is  profitable,  they  may  get  their  ddits  paid ; 
but  this  is  not  that  sharing  of  profits  which  constitutes 
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the  relation  of  principal^  agent^  and  partner/'     In  the        1803. 
present  case,  by  joining  Till  and  Wynn  in  the  contract      Rilshaw 
with  Sanders  jr  Barker ^  Jukes  might  obtain  the  payment        Jukbs. 
of  his  old  debt^  and  of  the  price  of  the  goods  to  be  sup- 
plied by  him ;  but  this  is  not^  as  I  think,  such  a  **  sharing 
of  profits''  as  "constitutes  the  relation  of  principal, 
agent,  and  partner/'    In  other  words,  the  order  to  the 
plaintiff  was  not  given  by  persons  acting  in  that  transac- 
tion for  or  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  Jvkes^  but  by 
persons  acting,  and  professing  to  act,  on  their  own 
behalf. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  rule  for  entering  the 
verdict  against  Jukes  must  be  discharged. 

Blackburn  J.  In  this  case,  which  was  tried  before 
ray  brother  Willes  at  Liverpool,  the  verdict  was  for  the 
defendant  Jukes,  subject  to  the  leave  reserved. 

A  rule  was  obtained  to  set  aside  the  verdict  for  the  - 
defendant  and  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for 
\3SL  2s.  10c/.,  or  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection,  or  as  against  evidence.  This  rule  came 
on  for  ailment,  in  the  Sittings  after  last  Term,  before 
my  brothers  Wightman,  Crampton^  Mellar  and  myself* 
My  brother  Crompton  was  obliged  to  leave  the  Court 
before  the  completion  of  the  argument,  and  consequently 
does  not  take  any  part  in  this  judgment. 

The  action  was  against  Jukes^  Till  and  Wynn  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered.  Till  and  Wynn  allowed  judg- 
ment to  go  by  default ;  Jukes  pleaded  never  indebted, 
on  which  issue  was  joined.  On  the  trial,  before  my 
brother  Willes,  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  in  Marcky 
1862,  the  plaintiff  was  applied  to  by  Till  and  Wynn^ 
who  were  then  engaged  in  erecting  some  buildings  at 
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1863.  Btrkenheadf  to  supply  them  with  timber.  They  proposed 
KiLBHAw  •'*<**'  a*  t^eir  surety;  the  plaintiff  did  not  accept  Jukes 
j^jI^^  a»  a  surety.  Ultimately  however,  he  sold  and  deUvered 
the  timber  to  TiU  and  fFym  on  their  credit,  not  at  that 
time  supposing  that  Jukes  had  any  interest  in  the  matter. 
His  case  at  the  trial  was  that  Jukes  was  a  concealed 
partner  with  TYff  and  Wynn  in  the  transaction,  and  that 
he,  the  plaintiff,  not  having  known  this  at  the  time  when 
he  gave  credit  to  THU  and  fFynn,  was  entitled  to  recover 
against  the  defendant  Jukes  jointly  with  the  ostensible 
partners.  And  it  was  not  disputed  that  such  was  the 
law,  the  only  question  made  being  whether  Jukes  was  a 
partner  with  the  two  other  defimdants  in  this  purdiase, 
or  interested  in  it  to  such  an  extent  as  to  be  jointly 
liable  to  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  proved  that,  on  the 
38th  FAruary,  1862,  very  shortly  before  the  purchase 
of  the  timber,  Jukes,  Till  and  Wynn  entered  into  a  joint 
agreement  in  writing  with  Messrs.  Sanders  ^  Barker 
for  the  purchase  by  the  three  of  a  piece  of  building  land ; 
the  three  binding  themselves  to  complete  buildings  on 
it  according  to  a  specified  plan  within  a  limited  time ; 
the  vendors  agreeing  to  make  advances  to  tlie  three  to 
enable  them  to  complete  those  buildings;  the  three  being 
jointly  bound  to  pay  the  purchase  money,  and  it  being 
agreed  that  the  conveyance  of  the  land,  when  all  was 
paid,  was  to  be  to  M^  three.  The  timber,  for  the  price 
of  which  this  action  was  brought,  was  purchased  and 
used  for  the  erection  of  those  buildings. 

There  could  be  no  doubt  that  Jukes  had  bound  him- 
self to  the  vendors,  Messrs.  Sanders  ^  Barker,  to  cause 
these  buildings  to  be  erected ;  and,  as  between  him  and 
the  vendors,  he  was  a  principal  as  much  as  7t//  and 
fVynn  ;  but  the  plaintiff  was  no  party  to  the  agreement, 


XXVI.  VICTORIA,  863 

and  at  the  time  of  the  supply  was  ignorant  of  its  exist-        1863. 
enoe»  so  that,  as  between  the  plaintiflp  and  Jukei,  the     kiuihaw 
agreement  formed  evidence  that  Jukes  was  a  principal       jukbs. 
in  the  erection  of  the  buildings,  but  was  evidence  only, 
and  open  to  explanation. 

The  defendants  Jukes  and  THB  were  called  as  mU 
nesses  for  the  defence.  They  stated  that  Till  and 
Wynn  were  engaged  in  building  speculations  in  which 
Jukes  had  no  interest,  but  that  he  had  lent  them 
various  sums  of  money,  amounting,  in  January ,  1862, 
to  189/.;  that  he  had  refused  to  make  them  any  fur- 
ther advances,  and  was  pressing  them  for  repayment 
It  was,  according  to  their  evidence,  then  agreed  be- 
tween them  that  the  three  shotdd  join  in  taking  a 
piece  of  land  in  their  joint  names ;  that  Till  and  fFynn 
should  erect  the  buildings  on  it  themselves,  Jukes,  who 
was  an  ironmonger,  supplying  them  with  the  ironmon- 
gery ;  and  it  was  further  agreed  that  Jukes  should 
have  an  interest  in  the  houses  to  this  extent,  that  he 
should  be  paid  out  of  their  proceeds  the  amount  of  his 
old  loan  of  18&/.,  and  the  price  of  what  ironmongery  he 
was  to  supply — about  250/., — but  no  more.  It  was  dis- 
tinctly sworn  that  the  agreement  was,  that  any  surplus 
was  to  be  Till  and  fVynn\  Jukes  being  only  to  take  out 
the  amount  of  his  loan  and  the  ironmongery ;  but  if  the 
proceeds  proved  insuflScient  to  pay  that.  Jukes  was  to  be 
a  loser. 

On  this  evidence  the  case  was  left  to  the  jury, 
who  found  for  the  defendant.  The  learned  Judge  is 
satisfied  with  their  verdict,  and  reports  that  the  jury 
must  be  taken  to  have  believed  Jukes  and  TV//,  and  to 
have  found  that  the  arrangement  was  as  they  stated  it, 
and  that  Jukes  gave  no  authority,  in  fact,  to  Till  and 
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1863.        fFynn  to  order  timber  on  his  accoHnt ;  but  he  reaorved 
KiuKAw      the  question^  whether  the  defendant  Jiikes  was^  in  point 

Juxn.       of  law^  a  partner^  and^  as  such^  liable. 

I  have  come  to  the  condasion  that^  on  these  findings, 
the  defendant  Jukes  was  not  liable  for  the  goods  purchased 
by  Till  hnd  fVynn. 

I  think  that  there  was  evidence  that  the  three  were 
jointly  engaged  in  erecting  the  buildings,  which  would 
have  supported  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The  undisputed 
fact  that  Jukes  had  bound  himself  to  the  vendors  that 
the  buildings  should  be  erected  shewed  that  he  had  an 
interest  in  causing  them  to  be  erected,  and  rendered  it 
probable  that  he  would  join  in  doing  so.  But  that  fact 
alone  is  quite  consistent  with  his  being  no  party  to  the 
contracts  for  purchasing  the  materials,  or  paying  the 
workmen  engaged.  The  whole  three,  Jukes^  IW  and 
l^ynn,  might  have  made  a  contract  with  a  fonrth  person 
that  he  should  erect  the  buildings;  and  though  they 
would  thus  have  caused  the  contractor  to  erect  them  for 
their  benefit,  it  would  be  impossible  to  say  that  they 
would  have  made  themselves  liable  to  the  tradespeople 
or  workmen  employed  by  that  contractor.  And  if  Jukes, 
in  fact,  bon&  fide  made  a  similar  arrangement  with  TiB 
and  Wynn,  by  which  he  put  them  in  the  position  of  the 
contractor,  I  think  there  is  nothing  in  point  of  law  to 
prevent  him,  unless  the  interest  which  he  reserved  to 
himself  in  the  houses  constituted  him  a  partner,  at  least 
as  to  third  persons;  and  that,  I  think,  is  the  question 
reserved.  Now,  according  to  the  defendants'  own  evi- 
dence, he  did  reserve  to  himself  some  interest  in  the 
transaction.  He  was  to  supply  part  of  the  materials, 
the  ironmongery,  not  as  selling  it  to  Till  and  fFjpm, 
but  on  the  terms  that  the  price  of  that  ironmongery,  and 
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his  original  debt  shotild  be  paid  for  out  of  the  proceeds  1863. 
of  the  buildings;  and  he  had  made  himself  a  party  to  the  Kilshaw 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  the  building  land,  so  as  to  JuI'eb. 
secure  to  himself  a  hold  over  the  land  to  secure  this  lien. 
But  I  do  not  think  that  this  is  such  an  interest  in  the 
profits  of  the  building  transaction  as,  (at  least  since  the 
late  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Cox  y.  Hick- 
man  (a)),  to  make  him  a  partner  in  it.  It  is  not  an  un* 
usual  thingfor  a  merchant  to  advance  money  and  furnish 
supplies  to  the  captain  of  a  ship  on  the  terms  that  he 
shall  have  a  bottomry  bond,  giving  much  such  a  bene- 
ficial interest  in  the  ship  and  freight  as  this  arrangement 
gave  Jukes  in  the  buildings,  yet  I  think  no  one  would 
say  that  the  merchant  was  liable  as  a  partner  with  the 
captain  to  those  who  furnished  the  rest  of  the  outfit  on 
the  captain's  credit  It  is  true  that  the  supposed  case 
is  one  in  the  usual  course  of  trade,  whilst  such  a  trans* 
action  as  the  present  is  rather  out  of  the  ordinary  course 
of  business ;  and  that  there  always  is  a  possibility  that  a 
person  who  is  really  a  partner  may  endeavour  to  cloak  his 
interest  by  an  apparent  arrangement  of  this  sort.  These 
were  fair  topics  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  and 
were  no  doubt  urged  upon  them  by  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff;  but  the  jury  have  found  that  in  fisu;t  the  evi- 
dence given  for  the  defence  was  true,  and  that  Jukei  did 
not  in  fact  give  authority  to  Till  aud  Wynn  to  buy 
timber  for  him ;  and  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the 
cause  is  satisfied  with  the  finding. 

Several  cases  were  cited  on  the  argument,  but  the 

principal  discussion  was  very  properly  oa  the  recent  case 

of  Cox  V.  Hickman  (a) ;  for  not  only  was  the  whole  subject 

there  very  much  discussed,  but  the  decision  being  in 

(a)  8  iZ  -L.  a  268. 

VOL.    III.  3    L  B.    &   S. 
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1863.       the  House  of  Lords,  it  supersedes  all  earlier  anAoritia 
KiuHAw     inconsistent  with  that  decision,  and,  as  f ar  sb  the  jadg- 
Jukes.       n^cnt  goes,  is  binding  on  all  inferior  tribunals. 

In  that  case  there  was  a  deed  of  composition,  by  which 
it  was  arranged  that  the  business  of  The  Stanton  Irm 
Company  should  be  carried  on  by  trustees,  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  the  creditors,  and  to  some  extent  under  th^ 
control ;  and  the  point  decided  was  that  the  terms  of 
the  particular  deed  were  not  such  as  to  make  the 
creditors  who  had  executed  it  Uable  for  the  trade  debts 
of  The  Stanton  Iron  Company.  No  doubt,  therefore, 
the  case  was  peculiar  in  its  circumstances ;  but  still  I 
think  that  we  can  collect  fix>m  the  judgment  of  the 
House  principles  sufficient  to  shew  that  in  the  present 
case  the  arrangement  found  by  the  jury  to  be  the  tme 
one,  did  not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  constitute  a  partnership. 
Lord  Crantoorth,  in  his  judgment,  says,  p.  304  :  — 
''The  liability  of  one  partner  for  the  acts  of  his  co- 
partner is  in  truth  the  liability  of  a  principal  for  the 
acts  of  his  agent.  Where  two  or  more  persons  are 
engaged  as  partners  in  an  ordinary  trade,  each  of  them 
has  an  implied  authority  from  the  others  to  bind  all  by 
contracts  entered  into  according  to  the  usual  course  of 
business  in  that  trade.  Every  partner  in  trade  is,  for 
the  ordinary  purposes  of  the  trade,  the  agent  of  his  co- 
partners, and  all  are  therefore  liable  for  the  ordinaiy 
trade  contracts  of  the  others.  Partners  may  stipulate 
among  themselyes  that  some  one  of  them  only  shall 
enter  into  paxticular  contracts,  or  into  any  contracts,  or 
that  as  to  certain  of  their  contracts  none  shall  be  liable 
except  those  by  whom  they  are  actually  made;  but  with 
such  private  arrangei^cnts  third  persons,  dealing  with 
the  firm  without  notice,  have  no  concern.     The  public 
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have  a  rigbt  to  assame  that  erery  partner  bas  antbority  1868. 
from  his  copartners  to  bind  tbe  whole  firm  in  contracts  kimhaw 
made  according  to  the  ordinary  usages  of  trade."  He  jj^^g^ 
then  proceeds  to  consider  the  great  question  in  that  case^ 
viz.,  whether  the  terms  of  the  deed  under  which  the 
business  of  The  Stanton  Iran  Company  was  carried  on 
were  such  as  to  make  the  creditors  who  had  executed  it 
partners  as  to  those  dealing  with  that  firm.  He  says, 
p.  306 : — "  It  is  often  said  that  the  test,  or  one  of  the 
tests,  whether  a  person  not  ostensibly  a  partner,  is 
nevertheless,  in  contemplation  of  law,  a  partner,  is, 
whether  he  is  entitled  to  participate  in  the  profits. 
This,  no  doubt,  is,  in  general,  a  sufficiently  accurate 
test;  for  a  right  to  participate  in  profits  afibrds  cogent, 
often  conclusive  evidence,  that  the  trade  in  which  the 
profits  have  been  made,  was  carried  on  in  part  for  or  on 
behalf  of  the  person  setting  up  such  a  claim.  But  the 
real  ground  of  the  liabiUty  is,  tliat  the  trade  has  been 
carried  on  by  persons  acting  on  his  behalf.  When  that 
is  the  case,  he  is  liable  to  the  trade  obligations,  and 
entitled  to  its  profits,  or  to  a  share  of  them.  It  is  not 
strictly  correct  to  say  that  his  right  to  share  in  the 
profits  makes  him  liable  to  the  debts  of  the  trade.  The 
correct  mode  of  stating  the  proposition  is  to  say,  that 
the' same  thing  which  entitles  him  to  the  one  makes  him 
liable  to  the  other,  namely,  the  fact  that  the  trade  has 
been  carried  on  on  his  behalf,  t.  ^ .,  that  he  stood  in  the 
relation  of  principal  towards  the  persons  acting  ostensibly 
as  the  traders,  by  whom  the  liabilities  have  been  incurred, 
and  under  whose  management  the  profits  have  been 
made.'' 

The  jury  have  in  the  present  case  found  that  the 
defendant  Jukes  did  not,  in  fact,  intend  to  give  authority 
8  L  2 
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1863.  to  TYff  and  Wynn  to  order  the  timber  for  him;  and  the 
KiLsuAw  question^  according  to  the  passage  I  have  just  quoted 
Juxn.  fi^^  Lard  Cramvorth*^  judgment  is,  not  simply  whether 
JuheB  had  an  interest  in  the  profits  of  the  trade^  bat 
whether  he  had  such  an  interest  in  them  as  to  make  the 
trade  be  carried  on  on  his  behalf,  so  that  he  stood  in 
the  relation  of  principal  towards  TiU  and  Wytm  who 
incurred  this  liability. 

Lard  Cranwarth  afterwards  (pp.  806-7)  uses  language 
very  applicable  to  the  present  case.  He  says,  ''The  debtor*' 
(in  this  case  7t7/and  Wt/nn)  ''is  still  the  person  solely  in- 
terested in  the  profits,  save  only  that  he  has  mortgaged 
them  to  his  creditors.  He  receives  the  benefit  of  the 
profits  as  they  accrue,  though  he  has  precluded  himself 
from  applying  them  to  any  other  purpose  than  the  dis- 
charge of  his  debts.  The  trade  is  not  carried  on  by  or  on 
account  of  the  creditors.''  Taking  this  to  be  the  law,  and 
it  was  so  necessary  for  the  decision  in  Cox  v.  Hickman  {a) 
that  I  think  it  must  be  considered  as  the  decision  of  the 
House  of  Lords^  it  certainly  seems  to  me  to  follow, 
that  the  arrangement  which  the  jury  have  found  to  have 
really  existed  between  Jukes  and  TiU  and  fVynn,  did  not 
make  Jukes  liable  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  contract  which 
the  other  two  made  for  the  purchase  of  the  tiniber .  It  is 
not  necessary  in  this  case  to  consider  how  far  the  older 
cases  are  overruled  by  the  decision  in  Cox  v.  Hickman,  ht 
it  seems  to  go  far  enough,  at  least,  to  decide  this  case. 

The  rule  was  obtained  on  the  ground  of  misdirection, 
but  that  was  merely  as  a  precaution  in  case  the  point 
intended  to  be  reserved  was  not  sufficiently  raised.  It 
seexs  to  me  that  the  case  was  one  fit  to  leave  to  the 
jury,  and  was  properly  left  to  them,  and  that  their  verdict 
ou  ht  not  to  be  disturbed. 

(a)  SH.L,a  268. 
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Blackbihin  J.  then  read  the  judgment  of  13(53, 


WiGHTMAN  J.  This  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendant  Jukes  and  two  other  persons^  named 
Till  and  Wynn,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered ;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  Jukes  was  liable  jointly  with  Till 
and  fVynn  as  a  partner  in  the  transaction  in  respect  of 
which  the  goods  (timber)  had  been  supplied  by  the 
plaintiff. 

It  appeared  upon  the  trial  that  Till  and  Wynn  were 
jointly  engaged  in  building  houses,  and  that  Jukes,  who 
was  an  ironmonger,  had  supplied  them  with  ironmongery, 
and  thafc  they  were  indebted  to  him  in  189/.  There 
being  a  difficulty  in  the  payment  of  this  debt,  it  was 
proposed  by  TUl  and  fVynn,  and  agreed  to  by  Jukes,  that 
the  three  {Till,  Wynn  and  Jukes)  should  purchase  a  piece 
of  land,  and  that  Till  and  Wynn  should  build  houses 
upon  it,  and  that  Jukes  should  furnish  the  ironmongery 
for  the  houses  and  nothing  else,  and  that  he  should  be 
paid  his  old  debt,  and  also  for  the  ironmongery  supplied 
in  the  building,  and  any  money  he  might  advance,  out 
of  the  sale  of  the  houses  when  built,  and  that  all  the 
profits  beyond  what  would  pay  Jukes  should  belong  to 
Till  and  Wynn;  and  that  if  the  speculation  wholly 
failed.  Jukes  was  to  lose  his  old  and  new  debt  and  any 
advance  he  might  make.  In  pursuance  of  this  arrange- 
ment, TUl,  Wynn  and  Jukes  entered  into  a  joint  agree- 
ment with  Messrs.  Sanders  Ijf  Barker  for  the  purchase  of 
a  piece  of  land  for  building,  and  the  three  agreed  jointly 
with  the  vendors  that  they  would  build  three  dwelling- 
houses  and  shops  fit  for  habitation  within  four  months 
from  the  date  of  the  agreement,  and  afterwards  seven 
other  dwelling-houses.    The  agreement  also  contained 
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1803.  provisioDS  for  payment  of  the  purchase  money  by  TtS, 
KiLSHAw  ff^ynn  and  Jukes,  and  also  for  advances  by  the  vendon, 
JvKu.  ^ required  by  the  purchasers  {Till,  Wyim  and  JUet),  to 
the  amount  of  550£,  to  enable  them  to  build  thehomaes. 
There  are  other  proyisions  between  the  vendors  and  the 
three  jointly  relating  to  the  undertaking.  In  puisnanoe 
of  the  agreement  the  building  was  commenoedi  and  the 
plaintiff  was  applied  to  by  TUl  and  Wynn  to  supply  ihem 
with  timber  (the  price  of  which  is  the  subject  of  tlie 
present  action)^  and  which  was  used  about  the  building 
of  the  houses.  When  they  applied  to  the  plaintiff  to 
supply  the  timber  they  proposed  Juke$  as  a  guarantee; 
but  the  plaintiff^  who  knew  nothing  of  the  parties  before 
nor  of  their  arrangements,  did  not  accept  Jvhet  as  a 
guarantee,  and  seems  to  have  sold  the  timber  upcm  the 
credit  of  Till  and  fVyrtn.  Subsequently  he  discovered 
that  Juhe$  had  an  interest  in  the  houses  jointly  with 
T<7/and  Wynn,  and  brought  the  present  action;  and 
the  question  is,  whether  Juke$  had  sudi  a  joint  interest 
with  them  in  the  transaction  as  would  make  him  liable 
jointly  with  them. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  three  defendants  are  jointly 
liable  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  action.  The  timber,  though 
supplied  by  the  plaintiff  upon  the  application  of  two  of 
the  defendants  only,  and  upon  their  credit,  was  ordered 
and  used  by  them  for  the  performance  of  a  work  to  be 
executed  by  them  jointly  with  Jukes,  and  for  his  as  well  as 
their  benefit.  It  is  true  that,  as  between  themselves,  TUl 
and  Wynn  were  to  do  the  work,  but  Jukes  was  as  much 
bound  to  do  it  as  they  were.  What  they  did  was  in 
order  to  fulfil  a  contract  which  the  three  were  jointly 
bound  to  perform.  Jukes  knew  that  timber  would  be 
required  fpr  building  the  houses,  and  though,  by  anrange- 
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ments  between  him  and  Till  and  IVynn,  they  were  to  1S68. 
•apply  it,  it  was  for  bis  benefit  as  much  as  theirs  that  kimhaw" 
it  should  be  supplied,  in  order  to  fulfil  the  contract  ji^u 
that  he  had  jointly  with  them  entered  into  with  the 
vendors  of  the  land.  The  timber  must  be  had  or  his 
and  their  contract  with  the  vendors  could  not  be  per- 
formed ;  and,  in  ordering  and  obtaining  the  necessaiy 
supply,  it  seems  to  me  that  Till  and  Wynn  were  acting, 
as  far  as  regards  third  persons,  not  merely  for  themselves^ 
but  as  agents  for  Jt^esy  who  was  as  much  bound  to  obtain 
timber  to  fulfil  their  joint  contract  as  they  were.  Juket, 
by  contracting  with  the  vendors  of  the  land  jointly  with 
JHll  and  fFynn,  was  no  longer  a  free  agent  as  respected 
that  contract ;  he  was  jointly  bound  with  them  to  the 
performance  of  it ;  and  whatever  was  necessary  for  its 
performance,  if  ordered  by  them  with  his  knowledge  and 
assent,  as  was  the  case  in  the  present  instance,  must,  I 
think,  be  considered  as  ordered  by  his  authority;  and 
that  as  far  as  respected  third  persons,  ignorant  of  their 
private  arrangements  between  themselves,  he  was  a 
partner  with  them,  and  liable  as  such.  My  opinion  is 
founded  upon  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case, 
and  mainly  upon  the  effect  of  the  contract  with  the 
vendors  of  the  land. 

The  cases  cited  upon  the  argument  appear  to  me  distin- 
guishable from  this,  and  especially  the  case  of  Cox  v.  Hici- 
man  (a),  the  circumstances  of  which  were  so  peculiar  that 
the  decision  in  that  case  is  hardly  applicable  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this:  The  case  of  Wilson  v.  Whitehead  (ft) 
appears  to  me  to  be  of  very  questionable  authority.  The 
Court  gives  no  reasons  for  refusing  the  rule  except  such 

{a)  8  H.  i.  C.  268.  (h)  10  M,  #  W.  603. 
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1868.       as  msLj  be  collected  from  obaervations  ia  the  comie  of 
KiLBHAw      ^^'^  argument  of  the  counsel  who  moved  nnsaooeasfiilly 

j^^  for  a  rule.  From  them  it  may  be  collected  that  the 
Court  was  much  influenced  by  a  supposed  analogy 
between  the  case  before  them  and  that  of  stage-coach 
proprietors  where  each  horses  thecoach  with  his  own  hones 
for  one  or  more  stages,  in  which  case  the  proprietors  of 
the  coach  are  not  jointly  liable  for  proyender  supplied  to 
the  horses  of  each,  as  decided  in  Barton  v.  Hatuam  (a) ; 
an  analogy  quite  inapplicable  to  the  present  case,  snd, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  to  the  case  then  before  the  Court 
The  case  of  Barry  y.  Nesham  (&),  as  far  as  it  goes,  is  in 
favour  of  the  plaintiflf  in  the  present  case;  but  the 
nearest  case  to  the  present  of  any  that  was  cited  is  that 
of  Gouthwaite  v.  Duckworth  (c).  The  circumstanoeB  of 
that  case  are  in  many  respects  similar  to  those  in  the 
present,  and  the  remarks  of  Lord  Ellenbarough  m  his 
judgment  are  very  applicable  to  this  case. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  JukeM  was  a 
partner  with  the  other  defendants  in  building  the  houses ; 
that  the  timber  was  supplied  by  the  plaintiff  for  the 
partnership  use  and  benefit;  and  that  the  defendant 
Jukt9  is  liable  jointly  with  the  others,  and  that  the  ver- 
dict should  be  entered  against  them  all  for  183/.  2j.  IQdL 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  2  Tmmi.  49.  {h)  3  C  B,  641. 

(o)  12  EoMt,  421. 
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1868. 


Ofpenheim  and  others  against  Fby.  mT^ 


1.  In  a  policy  of  insurance  upon  a  steamer,  in  the  ordinary  form,  the  Marine 
hull  and  the  machinery  were  separately  valued,  with  a  clause,  "  average  ifuuraneg. 
nayable  on  the  whole  or  on  each  as  if  separately  insured.'*    The  steamer    General  and 
had  discharged  her  cargo  at  C,  and  while  she  lay  there  without  any  particular 
careo  on  board  her  hull  was  damaged  by  fire.    The  cost  of  repairs  to  the  average. 

huU  amounted,  after  a  deduction  of  the  usual  one-third,  to  3o6l.  V28,  (k^.,    Common  3  pe 
including  the  sum  o£Vi.  da.  Id.  for  JJoyd'a  surveyors'  fees.    An  additional  cent,  memO' 
sum  of  551. 5».  lOd.  was  expended  in  extinguishing  the  fire.    It  was  pro-  randum. 
posed  to  add  this  to  the  other  sum,  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the   Steamer. 
common  3  per  cent,  memorandun:.     Held,  in  an  action  for  particular  Holland 
average  on  the  hull ;  per  Cockbum  C.  J.  and  Cromptan  J. ;  that,  assum-   maehinery 
ing  these  expenses  to  be  particular  and  not  genend  average,  they  must  separately 
be  apportioned  to  the  huU  and  machinery  according  to  their  respective   valued* 
values,  and  that  only  the  sum  due  for  the  hull  could  be  added  to  the 
direct  loss  on  the  huU. 

2.  Per  Blackburn  J.  The  parties  must  be  understood  to  have  agreed 
that  any  expeuditure  incurred  entirely  and  exclusively  for  saving  the 
whole  subject  of  insurance,  should,  for  the  purpose  of  84ju8ting  the  loss 
on  the  poucy,  be  treated  as  eeneral  average. 

3.  Sejnhle,  per  Blackburn  J.  Where  a  voluntary  sacrifice  is  made  for 
the  benefit  oi  the  whole  adventure,  it  is  seneral  average,  whether  the 
ship  and  ca»o  and  freight  belong  to  one  only  or  to  different  adventurers, 
or  whether  they  are  partially  interested, 

r^ECLARATION  on  a  policy  of  insurance^  in  the 
form  used  at  LloycPs,  "  for  the  space  of  twelve 
calendar  months  at  and  fix>m  the  24th  day  of  NavembeTf 
1859,  to  the  23rd  day  of  November,  1860,  both  days 
inclusive,  at  all  times  and  in  all  places,''  upon  the  ship 
or  vessel  called  The  Baroness  Tecco  steamer,  '*  valued  at 

''£14,000  on  the  hull  of  the  said  steamer  i 

>    £22  000 
8000  on  the  machinery  of  the  same  /   ^^^'^^^'^^ 

£17,650.  Average  payable  on  the  whole  or  on  each 
as  if  separately  insured/'  The  perils  insured  against 
were  the  usual  perils;  and  there  was  the  common 
memorandum  ''warranted  free  from  average  under  three 
pounds  per  cent,  unless  general,  or  the  ship  be  stranded/' 
The  declaration  averred  that,  during  the  twelve  calendar 
months,  and  whilst  the  ship  was  at  the  port  of  Con- 
stantinople^ and  was  protected  by  the  policy,  she  was,  by 


F»T. 
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1863.       fi^  c^d  ^7  perilfl  of  the  aeas,  injuied  and  damaged  to 
Oppbxbxix"  ^^  extent  exceeding  3/L  per  cent,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  policy. 

Plea.     That  the  ship  was  not,  by  fire  or  pmls  of  the 
seasy  injured  or  damaged  to  an  extent  amonnting'to  <ff 
exceeding  8/.  per  cent,  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy. 
Issue  thereon. 

The  plaintiffs  deliyered  the  following  particulars  of 
demand. 

''.The  plaintiflb  in  this  action  claim  as  for  particular 
ayerage  an  amount  exceeding  three  per  cent,  on  the 
insured  value  of  the  huU :  they  daim  no  general  arerage 
or  particular  charges  in  respect  of  the  hull.  They  make 
no  daim  as  for  general  or  particular  average  or  particu- 
lar charges  in  respect  of  the  machinery ;  but  there  is  a 
sum  allocated  by  the  average  stater  to  general  average  in 
the  statement  prepared  by  Messrs.  Gray  jf  Heintz,  dated 
29th  May,  1861^  a  copy  of  which  is  in  the  hands  of  the 
defendant,  which  the  plaintiffs  say  is  particular  and  not 
general  average.'' 

On  the  trial,  before  Cociium  C.  J.,  at  the  Lamhm 
Sittings  after  Trinity  Tenn,  1862,  it  iq>peared  that,  after 
the  policy  attached,  and  while  the  risk  continued,  the 
steamer  discharged  her  cargo  in  the  port  of  QmUoHd^ 
nople,  and  lay  there  empty  without  any  cargo  on  board, 
when  a  fire,  being  one  of  the  perils  insured  agarust, 
caught  her.  For  the  purpose  of  extinguishing  it  extra 
hands  were  employed  besides  the  crew,  and  expenses 
were  incurred.  With  such  additional  help  the  fire 
was  extinguished,  after  damaging  the  steamer,  but  not 
the  machinery.  In  consequence  of  this  fire  a  surrey 
of  the  ship  was  made  by  Lloyd^a  surveyors,  and  the 
damage  sustained  by  the  fire  was  repaired  at  OmMUm- 
tinopk.    The  cost  of  repairs  to  the  hull,  owing  to  the 
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damage,  amounted,  after  the  deduction  of  the  usual  one-       i863. 
third,  to  8861.  12*.  6rf.,  including  9/.  Os.  Id.  for  Llayd'n    oppwhwm 
surveyors'  fees.   In  addition  to  the  886L  12«.  6dl,  the        ^^ 
sum  of  55/.  58.  lOd.  was  expended  for  labourers,  pumps 
and  other  assistance  in  extinguishing  the  fire.    Prior 
to  the  action  being  brought  an  average  statement  was 
prepared  by  Messrs.  Gray  ff  Heintz,  as  average  staters, 
on  behalf  of  the  assured,  which  was  admitted  for  the 
purposes  of  the  action  to  be  a  fiuthful  summary  of  the 
shipmaster's  disbursements  on  account  of  the  damage^ 
reduced  into  British  money,  and  to  contain  a  proper 
analyais  of  the  accounts  with  a  view  to  the  several  liabili- 
ties of  the  parties  concerned.     But  it  was  mutually  pro- 
vided that  this  admission  was  to  be  without  prejudice 
to  any  question  the  plaintiffs  might  be  advised  to  raise 
as  to  the  sum  of  9002  piastres  for  labourers  and  pumps 
in  extinguishing  the  fire  being  properly  appropriated. 
This  sum  included  the  55iL  5«.  lOd.,  and  consisted  of 
several  items  headed  '' Sundry  expenses  incurred  on 
board  the  ship  on  the  night  of  the  fire  to  preserve  her 
firom  total  destruction.''    Among  the  items  was  "  Lloyd's 
agent  and  surveyors'  fees :"  at  the  foot  was  written 
"  Allow  to  general  average  -        -    7741 
,9        particular  -        -    1261 


p.  9002." 

The  result  was  stated  as  follows : 

*'  Account  of  particular  average— not  8  per  cent,  on 
14,000/.  the  insured  value  of  huU.    No  claim." 

''Amount  of  general  average  which  falls  upon  the 
ship,  the  vessel  being  in  ballast  and  unchartered,  is  upon 
the  22,000/.,  the  insured  value,  5L  7s,  per  cent." 

Mr.  Oray^  one  of  the  plaintifis'  average  staters,  was 
called  by  the  defendant,  and  gave  the  following  evidence. 


▼. 

Far. 
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'  1868.       ^h®  admissibility  of  which  was  objected  to  by  the  plaintifi. 
Oppkabeim    '^^^  ^®  divided  the  sum  of  9002  piastres  thus,  7741  to 
general  average  and  1261  to  particular  average :  that  the 
item  of  1261  piastres  was  composed  of  the  surveyors' fees 
and  a  portion  of  LlayiPa  agent's  fees  :  that^  according  to 
the  ordinary  practice  of  average  staters  in  determining 
whether  the  particular  average  on  the  ship  amounted  to 
3  per  cent,  he  did  not  include  the  sum  allowed  for  sur- 
veyors' fees  and  LloycFs  agent :  that  the  universal  prac- 
tice was  that  the  3  per  cent,  must  be  the  net  repairs, 
independent  of  any  extra  charges,  and  must  relate  to 
the  repairs    alone :    that,    in    determining  what    was 
general  average  in  reference  to  this  memorandum,  it 
made  no  difference,  supposing  there  was  a  cargo  on 
board  the  ship,  whether  the  same  person  owned  the  ship 
and  cargo,  or  whether  one  person  owned  the  ship  and 
another  the  cargo :  that  if  the  ship  was  in  ballast  and 
there  were  expenses  which  were  in  the  nature  of  general 
average,  he  should  treat  them  as  general:  that  when 
losses  in  the  nature  of  general  average  happened  in 
cases  either  where  one  person  owned  both  ship  and 
cargo  or  where  the  ship  was  in  ballast,  the  underwriters 
were  in  the  habit  of  paying  those  losses,  although  they 
were  less  than  3  per  cent,  and,  although  there  was  only 
one  person  interested  in  the  whole  subject :  that  where, 
as  in  this  policy,  there  was  an  insurance  covering  the 
whole,  but  the  hull  and  machinery  were  insured  in 
separate  sums,  and  expenses  were  incurred  in  the  nature  of 
general  average,  he  would  divide  those  expenses  between 
the  hull  and  machinery,  treating  it  as  a  case  of  general 
average,  and  apportioning  a  sum  to  each  as  general  average, 
though  there  would  be  no  apportionment  on  account  of 
the  owner  of  the  hull  and  machinery  being  the  same 
person :  that  it  would  make  no  difference  whether  the 
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owner  of  the  hull  and  machinery  was  the  same  or  a  1868. 
different  person  :  and  that  the  average  statement  which  oppmhhmm 
he  had  made  in  this  case  was  in  accordance  with  general  p^^ 
practice  and  usage.  He  stated  on  cross-examination  that 
he  did  not  recollect  any  particular  instance  where  there 
had  been  a  fire  such  as  this  affecting  the  insurance  on  a 
yesael  so  insured ;  but  that  he  remembered  several  in- 
stances of  his  being  called  upon  to  state  the  average, 
where  there  was  only  one  interest,  where  a  ship  in  ballast 
had  lost  an  anchor  and  cable ;  and  he  charged  the  under- 
writers as  general  average,  although  the  loss  did  not 
amount  to  3  per  cent.,  and  the  underwriters  had  paid 
according  to  his  statement ;  that  if  it  amounted  to  or 
exceeded  3  per  cent.,  the  underwriters  would  be  liable 
for  general  average.  And  that,  in  the  case  of  steamers, 
it  was  almost  the  universal  practice  to  insure  by  such  a 
policy  as  this. 

It  was  contended  for  the  plaintiffs  that,  the  insurance 
on  the  hull  being  14,000/.,  in  order  to  establish  a  loss 
to  the  amount  of  3  per  cent,  they  need  only  make  out 
one  of  42021 ;  and  consequently  that  the  amount  of  the 
loss,  including  the  expenditure  for  labour  &c.  in  putting 
out  the  fire  and  Lloyd's  agent  and  surveyors^  fees,  being 
441/.  ISs.  Ad.,  they  were  entitled  to  recover. 

The  defendant  relied  upon  the  words  in  the  common 
memorandum  ''warranted  free  from  average  under  three 
pounds  per  cent,  unless  general ;''  and  contended  that 
the  expenditure  in  question,  amounting  to  65£  6«.  10^., 
and  Lloyds  agent  and  surveyors'  fees,  amounting  to 
9L  Of.  Id.,  were  in  the  nature  of  general  average,  and 
therefore  were  not  to  be  included,  which  would  reduce 
the  loss  to  377/.  12s.  5d.,  that  is,  below  3  per  cent  He 
also  contended  that  if  the  55/.  5s.  lOd.  and  9/.  Os.  Id. 
were  particular  average,  they  were  to  be  apportioned  to 
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1868.       the  hull  and  the  machinery ;  and  that  if  the  proportknis 
OmMBBiH    o^  those  sams,  that  of  the  former  heing  357.  St.  9d^ 
j^'^^        were  added^  the  loss  would  still  be  below  3  per  cent 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  directed  the  jury  to  find  s 
▼erdict  for  the  defendant,  and  reserved  leave  to  the 
plaintifia  to  move  on  the  several  points  that  had  ariseQ 
at  the  trial,  it  being  agreed  that  the  evidence  given  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  should  be  dealt  with  by  the 
Court  according  as  they  should  think  it  admissible  or  not 

In  MichadmoM  Term, 

Edward  James  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifb  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  in  ruling  that  the 
expenditure  in  question  was  in  the  nature  of  general 
average,  and  ought  not  to  be  added  to  the  particular 
average  loss,  and  on  the  ground  of  the  erroneous  ad- 
mission  of  the  above  evidence  in  contradiction  of  the 
terms  of  the  written  contract 

No  counsel  appeared  to  shew  cause. 

Edward  Jarnu  and  Maclaehlan  supported  the  rule. — 
This  is  a  case  of  particular  average  loss.  General  aver- 
age is  not  possible  except  where  a  plurality  of  subjects 
of  insurance  are  exposed  to  the  same  danger,  or  where 
expenses  have  been  incurred,  or  a  loss  sustained,  for  the 
benefit  of  divers  owners.  In  the  present  case  there  is 
only  one  subject-matter — ^the  steamer;  the  machinery, 
no  more  than  the  boats  and  tackle,  can  be  separated  from 
the  hulL  But  the  parties  have  contracted  that,  in  order 
to  have  the  benefit  of  average  on  each,  the  hull  and  the 
machinery  shall  be  considered  separate.  The  damage 
was  only  to  the  hull,  and  die  expenditure  necessary  to 
put  out  the  fire  forms  part  of  the  particular  average ; 
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and  this,  being  added  to  the  damage  to  the  hull,  raises       13^3, 
the  loss  to  more  than  8/.  per  cent  Oppmhbih 

Particnlar  average  loss  is  not  confined  to  damage  ^^ 
sustained  by  the  subject  of  insurance,  but  includes  extra- 
ordinary expenditure  of  money  necessarily  incurred 
for  the  purpose  of  arresting  the  injurious  effiscts  of 
the  perils  insured  against,  and  for  the  benefit  of  some 
particular  interest;  2  AmouU  on  Inntrance^  p.  970^ 
eh.  v.,  s.  1,  §  358, 2d  ed. ;  The  Great  Indian  Peninsula 
Raihoay  Company  y.  Saunders  (a),  Job  ▼.  LangUm  (&), 
Moron  y.  Jones  (c).  With  this  agree  foreign  jurists  and 
foreign  law  ;  Pothier,  Conirat  ^Assurance,  Na  112. 161 ; 
Emirigon,  Traite  des  Assurances^  par  Boulay-Paty^  1827, 
tom.  1,  ch.  xiL,  s.  89,  p.  585 ;  Boulay-Paty^  Droit  Comr 
wereialMaritime,  1834,  tom.  4,  pp.  478.  481 ;  Ordonnance 
de  la  Marine^  liy.  8,  tit  7,  art.  2,  with  the  Commentaire 
de  Vahnf  vol.  2,  p.  164;  Code  de  Commerce^  art.  403. 
In  opposition  to  this  the  London  and  Liverpool  average 
adjusters  consider  that  particular  average  is  confined 
to  the  deterioration  of  the  subject  of  insurance,  as  is 
stated  in  Beneehe  on  Marine  Insurance^  p.  472,  and  con- 
sequently all  expenditure  beyond  what  is  necessary  to 
reinstate  the  thing  insured  in  its  former  condition  is 
allotted  by  them  to  what  they  call  particular  charges ; 
and  these  charges,  when  such  as  they  recommend  the 
underwriter  to  pay,  are  said  to  be  in  the  nature  of  general 
average.  Erie  C.  J.,  in  The  Great  Indian  Peninsula 
Raihoay  Company  y.  Saunders^  in  error  (d),  says: — ''It 
is  agreed  that  'particular  average'  has  two  meanings, 
universally  understood — ^that  when  taken  with  reference 
to  the  common  memorandum  clause  it  excludes  certain 
expenses,  but  when  taken  with  reference  to  the  money  to 

(a)  IB.  ^8.  41.  61,  62.  (b)  6  E,  f  JB.  779. 

(r)  7R^B,  683.  {d)  2  5.  *  A  266.  274. 


FaT. 
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1868.  ^  T^^  ^y  ^^®  underwriter  it  inclndes  them.''  There  is, 
Oppknbki  however,  no  commercial  usage  which  gives  to  the  term 
"  particular  average''  two  different  meanings  in  Uojfd'i 
policy.  The  usage  at  Lloyd's  is  misunderstood  br 
the  average  staters :  it  must  have  been  this  : — ^to  add 
expenditure  and  damage,  and  if,  together,  they  were 
under  8/.  per  cent.,  then  to  pay  the  expenditure  volun- 
tarily as  the  underwriters  had,  by  the  expenditure,  been 
relieved  from  further  liability.  A  very  strong  argument 
in  favour  of  this  view  of  the  usage  at  Lloyds  is  to  be  found 
in  the  alarm  created  by  the  introduction  of  these  excep- 
tional memorandums;  2  Valine  Commentaire  but  tOrixm- 
nance  de  la  Marine^  p.  1 18.  From  very  early  times  average 
under  one  per  cent,  was  not  recoverable ;  yet  the  only 
foreign  authorities  which  refer  to  what  is  to  be  included  or 
excluded  in  estimating  the  1/.  per  cent,  are  the  following. 
Boulat/'Paty,  Droit  Commercial  Maritime,  1884^  torn.  4, 
p.  510 ;  and  all  that  he  says  is :— ''  Les  frais  de  reclama- 
tion ne  peuvent  etre  compris  dans  le.calcul  de  I'avarie, 
afin  d'en  grossir  le  montant  pour  qu'il  excede  un  ponr 
cent  La  loi  veut  qu'on  ne  puisse  former  d'action  en 
avarie,  si  Tavarie  n'exc^de  un  pour  cent  par  eUe-mfime. 
Les  assureurs  ne  r6pondent  de  rien  ubi  damnum  non 
excedat  unum  pro  centum,  dit  Kuricke,  diatr.  de  asteevr., 
n^  8.'' 

Sir  George  Honyman  then  appeared  for  the  defendant, 
but  was  not  called  upon. 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  most 
be  discharged.  I  am  disposed  to  think  that  this  is 
general  and  not  particular  average ;  but  it  is  unnecessary 
to  decide  that  question,  because,  assuming  that  it  is  par- 
ticular average,  the  case  here  is  the  same  as  if  there 
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were  two  policies,  one  upon  the  hull  and  one  upon  the        1863. 
machinery;  and  the  whole  of  the  damage  having  been  to    oppbhhsim 
the  hull,  that  does  not  come  up  to  the  '6L  per  cent.         ^^^ 
80  as  to  entitle  the  assured  to  recover  on  the  insurance 
of  the  huIL 

But  the  plaintiffs  pray  in  aid  the  extra  expenditure 
incurred  on  the  occasion  of  the  fire,  consisting  of  two 
items,  viz.  55/.  5«.  lOd.,  in  putting  out  the  fire,  and 
9/.  Of.  Id.,  the  costs  of  necessary  surveys  held  on  board 
the  vessel  after  it  had  been  extinguished.  With  regard 
to  the  552.  Ss.  lOd,  the  proportion  of  that  which  is  due 
to  the  hull  is  admitted  to  be  35/.  35.  dd. ;  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  that  proportion  is  all  that  can  be  properly 
appropriated  to  the  hull.  Granting  that  an  extraordinary 
expenditure  may  be  treated  as  particular  average,  this 
expenditure  was  incurred  for  the  benefit,  not  of  the  hull 
only,  but  of  the  entire  vessel,  consisting  of  the  ship  and 
her  machinery,  which  is  as  much  part  of  the  ship  as  the 
masts  and  rigging.  Therefore,  when  considering  how 
much  partial  loss  has  occurred  to  the  hull  and  how 
much  consequently  would  come  under  the  head  of  par- 
ticular average,  we  can  only  allot  to  the  hull  such  a  pro- 
portion as  its  value  bears  to  the  value  of  the  whole,  viz. 
35/.  3s.  9d. ;  and  that  will  not  raise  the  loss  to  3/.  per  cent. 

Then  the  plaintiffs  pray  in  aid  9/.  Os.  Id.,  the  expenses 
of  survey.  Granting  that  the  expenses  of  a  survey  are  ne- 
cessary to  ascertain  the  seaworthiness  of  a  vessel  and  her 
fitness  to  go  to  sea  with  regard  to  the  safety  of  the  crew 
and  of  the  vessel,  and  granting  that  those  expenses  can 
be  brought  under  the  head  of  particular  average,  the 
same  principle  applies.  The  survey  being  necessary  for 
the  safety  of  the  whole,  in  considering  how  much  is  par- 
ticular average  as  applicable  to  the  hull,  the  9/.  Os.  Id. 
cannot  be  applied  wholly  to  it,  but  must  be  distributed 

VOL.  III.  3  m  b.  &  a. 
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1863.        aooording  to  the  proportionate  yaloe  of  the  two  part& 
Oppsiibbim    When  that  is  done  the  lo6s  does  not  rise  to  the  31  per 
f^^         cent  and  consequently  upon  this  average  daiue  in  the 
contract  between  the  parties  the  plaintiffs  faiL 
.    The  verdict  for  the  defendant  was  therefore  right 

Cbomfton  J.  I  also  think  that  the  verdict  for  the 
defendant  was  right.  This  is  a  peculiarly  worded  policy; 
but  we  can  decide  the  case  without  going  into  the  difiS- 
cult  questions  as  to  what  extraordinary  expenses  are  to 
be  put  to  general  or  to  particular  avemge,  because  the 
contract  between  the  parties  is  dear.  They  choose  to 
make  this  stipulation^  **  17^650/.  Average  payable  on  the 
whole  or  on  each  as  if  separately  insured.''  Under  this 
stipulation  the  assured  have  a  right  to  look  on  the  sub- 
ject of  insurance,  viz.,  the  hull  and  the  machinery,  as  a 
whole,  or  at  each  part  separately,  as  they  like.  If  they 
look  on  it  as  a  whole,  and  take  into  account  the  entire 
damage,  it  is  conceded  that  the  loss  which  has  hap- 
pened will  not  come  up  to  3/.  per  cent,  upon  the  value. 
And  the  object  of  this  stipulation  is  that,  as  there  may 
be  an  injury  to  a  part  only,  the  assured  may  divide  the 
subject  of  insurance  and  so  compare  the  loss,  not  with 
the  whole  17,650/.,  but  with  the  14,000/.  or  the  8,000t, 
according  as  the  injury  is  to  the  hull  or  to  the  ma- 
chinery. Then  the  plaintifi  can  only  recover  by  settUng 
the  average  on  the  footing  of  the  loss  being  a  partial 
loss  of  SL  per  cent,  on  the  hull  only,  and  not  on  the 
hull  and  machinery.  The  direct  partial  loss  on  the  hull 
is  not  3^  per  cent ;  therefore,  unless  the  plaintifib  can 
add  a  sum  sufficient  to  make  it  up  to  SL  per  cent., 
they  are  not  entitled  to  recover.  They  try  to  do  that, 
first  by  adding  B5L  5s.  lOdL,  the  expense  of  putting  out 
the  fire:  but  that  expense  being  for  the  benefit  of  the 
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whole,  ought  to  be  apportioned.    Whether  it  be  called       ^^^- 
particular  or  general  average  isTnot  material^  though,  it     Opp«hh«im 
being  an  expense  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  ship  in-         Far. 
eluding  the  machinery,  it  looks  very  much  like  general 
average,  just  as  when  the  subject  of  insurance  is  a  ship 
and  goods :  but  treating  it  as  particular  average,  it  would 
be  a  partial  loss  on  the  whole  ship^  and  then  it  must  be 
compared  with  the  value  of  the  whole ;  whereas  the  plain- 
tiffs take  the  sum  of  14,000/.  the  value  of  the  hull,  and 
compare  with  it  the  damage  to  the  hull  and  the  loss 
on  the  whole.     Oil  the  other  side  the  underwriters  apply 
the  loss  partly  to  the  14,000^,  the  value  of  the  hull,  and 
partly  to  the  8,000/.,  the  value  of  the  machinery.     And 
if  it  is  to  be  applied  at  all  to  part,  it  is  clear  that  it  must 
be  by  taking  only  a  fair  proportion  of  it. 

The  other  sum  which  the  plaintiffs  try  to  bring  in,  if 
allowed  at  all,  is  also  to  be  allowed  as  an  expense  incurred 
with  reference  to  the  general  safety  of  the  ship  and 
adventure,  because  it  was  not  paid  in  order  to  ascertain 
whether  it  was  for  the  hulFs  safety  to  go  to  sea,  but 
whether  it  was  fit  for  the  whole  ship  to  go.  And,  appor- 
tioning it  in  the  same  way  as  the  former  sum,  the  loss 
upon  the  hull  still  falls  imder  3/.  per  cent. 

Blackburn  J.  Under  this  policy  the  parties  agree 
to  enter  into  an  insurance  upon  the  hull  and  machinery 
of  a  steamer,  valuingHhe  hull  at  14,000/.  and  the  machi- 
nery at  8000/.  The  underwriters  underwrite  17,650/., 
and  then  comes  the  stipulation  ^'Average  payable  on  the 
whole  or  on  each  as  if  separately  insured.^'  There  is  also 
the  ordinary  memorandum  that  '^  the  ship  and  freight 
are  warranted  free  from  average  under  three  pounds 
per  cent.,  unless  general,  or  the  ship  be  stranded.^'  The 
meaning  of  the  contract  I  understand  to  be  this :  the 
3  M  2 
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1868.  assurance  is  on  one  sum  upon  the  -whole,  but  the  parties 
Oppcnheim  agree  that,  for  all  purposes  of  aTerage,  it  shall  be  con- 
/^^  sidered  as  if  the  14,000/.  upon  the  hull  was  insured  b 
one  policy,  and  the  8000/.  upon  the  machinery  in  anothe 
policy,  and  by  another  set  of  underwriters.  Then  oomes 
the  question,  what  is  the  effect  of  that  on  the  ordinary 
memorandum  ?  I  think  it  is  not  necessary,  for  the 
decision  of  this  case,  to  say  whether  the  extraordinary 
expenditure  was  general  average  or  not,  though  I  haTe 
a  strong  impression  that,  where  a  voluntary  sacrifice 
is  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  adventure,  it  is 
general  average ;  whether  the  ship  and  cargo  and  frright 
belong  to  one  only  or  to  different  adventurers,  or  whether 
they  are  partially  interested,  as  they  might  be  in  the  case 
of  a  steamer,  one  in  the  hull  and  another  in  the  machinery. 
But  in  construing  this  policy,  in  which  the  parties  have 
agreed  that  the  hull  and  machinery  shall,  for  the  purpose 
of  average,  be  treated  as  if  they  were  separate  subjects  of 
insurance,  and  as  if  they  were  separately  insured,  they 
must  be  understood  to  have  also  agreed  that  any  expendi* 
ture  incurred  entirely  and  exclusively  for  saving  the  whole 
subject  of  insurance  should,  for  the  purpose  of  adjust- 
ing the  loss  on  this  policy,  be  treated  as  general  average, 
whether,  strictly  speaking,  it  be  general  or  particular 
average.  That  being  so,  no  part  of  the  55/.  5«.  lOd.  should, 
in  my  opinion,  be  treated  as  particular  average  loss  upon 
the  hull  alone,  and  be  added  to  the  actual  loss  in  order  to 
swell  the  amount  of  the  loss  to  31  per  cent,  bo  as  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff's  to  recover  upon  the  policy. 

It  becomes  therefore  unnecessary  for  me  to  enter  into 
the  consideration  of  the  sum  of  9/.  Of.  Id.  for  the  survey ; 
although  I  am  inclined  to  agree  with  my  brother  Crampkm 
that  the  whole  of  it  could  not  be  charged  against  the  hull. 

Rule  discharged 
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The  Queen  against  The  Overseers  of  Hinckley,  ^'gmh. 


1.  This  Court  has  jimsdiction  to  review  the  decision  of  a  Court  of  Jurisdiction, 
Quarter  Sessions  as  to  whether  sufficient  search  has  been  made  for  a  Quarter  Ses- 
dociunent  to  render  secondaiy  evidence  of  it  receiyable.  sioru. 

2.  On  a  question  of  derivative  settlement,  it  was  alleged  that  the  Secondary 
grand&ther  of  the  pauper  had  been  bound  as  parish  apprentice  sizt^-  evidence, 
nine  years  before.  In  order  to  prove  the  indenture  oi  apprenticeship  Search  for 
executed  by  the  parish  officers,  it  was  shewn  that  ineffectual  search  for  document. 
it  had  been  made  among  the  ^pers  of  the  pauper.  Held  sufficient  to  Parish  ctp- 
render  secondary  evidence  receivable,  althougn  no  search  had  been  made  prentice, 
among  the  papers  of  the  master :  per  Blackoum  and  Mellor  J  J. ;  dubi- 

tante  Crcuwpton  J. 

T^WO  justices  for  the  borough  of  Leicester  made  an 
order  under  stat.  16  &;  17  Vict.  c.  97.>  adjudging 
Thomcts  Walton^  a  pauper  lunatic,  to  be  legally  settled 
in  the  parish  of  Hinckley ^  and  ordering  the  guardians  of 
the  Hinckley  Union  to  pay  the  sums  of  money  in  that 
order  mentioned  for  and  on  account  of  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
Hinckley. 

On  appeal  to  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  county  of 
Leicester,  in  Aprils  1861,  the  Court  confirmed  the  order, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  following 
case. 

Thomas  Walton^  the  pauper,  aged  eight  years,  or 
thereabouts,  is  son  of  Thomas  Walton,  of  the  borough 
of  Leicester^  framework  knitter.  Thomas  Waltony  the 
father,  has  not  gained  a  settlement  in  his  own  right  in 
any  parish,  but  has  a  derivatiye  settlement  in  the  parish 
of  Hinckley  from  his  father,  Samuel  Walton,  who  died 
in  Leicester  in  March,  1858.     Samuel  Walton,  when  of 
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1868.        ^^^  ^S^  ^^  fourteen  years  or  thereabouts,  was  bound 

"rhe  QiTBKH    apprentice  by  indenture  to  one  Thomas  Blaktdey^  d 

OrerseerB  of   ^^^^^^^9  framei/rork  knitter.  He  served  Thomas  Blaket- 

HwcKLET.    igy^  and  inhabited  in  the  parish  of  Hinckley  for  forty  davs 

and  upwards  under  the  indenture,  and  did  not  gain  anr 

subsequent  settlement  elsewhere. 

On  behalf  of  the  respondents,  the  parish  derk  of 
Keniltoorth,  in  fVarmchshire,  was  called,  who  produced 
fi*om  the  parish  chest  an  instrument  purporting  to  be 
an  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  bearing  date  13th  Jufy, 
1791,  whereby  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  that  parish,  with  the  consent  of  two  justices  of 
the  peace,  bound  Samuel  Walton^  a  poor  child  of  the 
parish,  apprentice  to  Thomas  Blakesky^  of  the  parish 
of  Hinckley^  framework  knitter.  The  indenture  pro- 
duced was  executed  by  Thomas  Blakesley  only,  and  at 
the  end  of  it  was  the  consent  of  the  justices,  signed  by 
them. 

On  the  respondents  proposing  to  read  this  indenture 
it  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  appellants,  that  it  was 
not  admissible  as  evidence  of  the  apprenticeship : 

First.  Because  it  was  not  under  seal  of  the  church* 
wardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
Kenilworih. 

Secondly.  Because,  being  a  parish  indenture,  in  which 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish 
oi  Kenilworth  were  stated  to  be  the  binding  parties^  it 
was  not  executed  by  any  or  either  of  them. 

The  respondents,  in  answer  to  this  objection,  called 
the  attention  of  the  Court  to  the  testatum  clause  in  the 
indenture  produced,  ^  In  witness  whereof  the  said  par- 
ties above  said  to  these  present  indentures  interchange- 
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ably  have  put  their  hands  and  seals  the  day  and  year        ISGS, 
above  written/'  and  said  that  the  indenture  was  in  fact    xhe  Queen 
a  counterpart  and  not  a  duplicata     And  further,  that    q^^ J;^,^  ^f 
the  indenture  produced  was  under  the  hand  and  seal  of    Hxucklet. 
Thamai  Blakesley  the  master,  and  was  kept  by  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  Keniltoorth^  who  would 
be  the  proper  parties  to  enforce  the  covenants  by  the 
master,  and  that  this  indenture  was  produced  from  the 
proper  custody. 

The  respondents  upon  this  withdrew  the  indenture 
for  a  time,  and  called  Elizabeth  Walton^  the  widow  of 
Samuel  Walton^  in  order  to  prove  a  search  for  the  other 
part  of  the  indenture,  and  she  produced  some  papers  which 
had  belonged  to  her  deceased  husband,  and  swore  that 
these  were  all  her  husband's  papers  which  had  come  to 
her  hands  at  his  death,  and  that  her  husband,  as  she 
believed,  had  no  other  papers  j  and  among  these  papers 
no  indenture  was  found.  No  other  search  in  any  other 
quarter  was  shewn. 

To  this  it  was  objected  by  the  appellants  that  the 
apprentice's  house  was  not  a  probable  place  of  deposit, 
and  that  any  search  among  the  papers  of  a  parish 
apprentice  was  useless,  that,  if  it  were  of  any  avail, 
sufficient  search  had  not  been  shewn;  and  that  the 
indenture,  although  produced  out  of  the  proper  custody, 
was  defective  for  the  reason  before  stated. 

The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  however  admitted  the 
document  produced  as  evidence  of  the  apprenticeship, 
and  upon  proof  of  inhabitancy  and  service  during  a  suffi- 
cient portion  of  the  period  of  time  mentioned  in  the 
indenture,  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
this  Court  as  to  whether  they  were  right  in  receiving 
the  indenture  in  evidence. 
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If  this  Court  ahoidd  be  of  opmion  that  the  indentnre 
The  QuKui    was  admissible  in  eyidence  for  the  ptirpose  of  proTing  tbe 
apprenticeship,  then  the  order  of  the  justiceB  is  to  be 
confirmed.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion, 
then  the  order  is  to  be  quashed. 


OTeneeraof 

HmCKLST. 


Mundell  and  DaJby,  in  support  of  the  order  <tf  Ses- 
sions.— The  absence  of  the  part  of  the  indenture  of 
apprenticeship  executed  by  the  parish  officers  ivas  suf* 
ficiently  accounted  for  to  render  admissible  the  evidence 
of  the  counterpart  executed  by  the  master.  Search  for 
the  former  part  was  made  among  the  papers  of  the 
apprentice,  and  although  it  -would  have  been  pradent 
to  search  among  those  of  the  master  also,  that  wss  not 
indispensable.  Gulley  y.  7%^  Bishop  of  Exeter,  in  the 
note  to  Bex  t.  The  InhabitanU  qf  Denio  (a),  is  in  point 
There  the  former  owner  of  an  advowson  was  allied  to 
have  granted  the  then  next  presentation,  which  grant  was 
put  in  issue  by  a  plea  in  quare  impedit  The  CMriginal  deed 
of  grant  of  the  next  presentation  not  being  found  annexed 
as  usual,  to  the  presentation,  it  was  held  that  the  proper 
custody  was  amongst  the  muniments  of  the  party  then 
seised  of  the  advowson ;  and  a  counterpart,  purporting 
to  be  executed  by  the  grantee,  was  held  to  be  admissible 
as  secondary  eyidence  of  the  grant,  without  proving  a 
search  amongst  the  papers  of  the  personal  representatiyes 
of  the  grantee.  In  that  case,  add  the  reporters,  no 
profert  of  the  grant  appears  to  have  been  necesssry. 
Brewster  y.  Sewell{b)  was  an  action  of  libel,  imputing 
to  the  plaintiff  that  he  made  fraudulent  claims  respect- 


(a)  1  Man,  #  1?.  294.  297-8.    See  also  4  Binff.  290.  294.  29& 
(h)  SB.^A.29S, 


XXVI.  VICTORIA. 


889 


ing  a  I088  by  fire  on  a  Company  with  whicli  he  had 
effected  an  insurance.  The  plaintiff  not  being  able  to 
produce  the  original  policy,  called  the  agent  of  the 
Company,  who  stated  that  the  policy  was  placed  in  his 
hands  aft^  the  fire,  and  retained  by  him  until  the 
plaintiff  made  another  larger  insurance ;  that  the  original 
policy  then  became  a  useless  paper ;  that  he  had  searched 
for  and  could  not  find  it,  and  rather  thought  he  returned 
it  to  the  plaintiff.  A  few  days  before  the  trial,  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  clerk  to  his  attorney  searched  the  drawers 
where  the  plaintiff's  papers  were  kept,  and  many  other 
parts  of  his  house,  but  did  not  search  the  outhouses, 
bams,  hay-loft,  or  granary.  This  was  held  8u£Scient  to 
let  in  secondary  evidence  of  the  policy.  Abbott  C.  J.  says, 
p.  299,  "  There  was  no  reason  to  suppose,  that  the  policy 
could,  at  any  future  time,  be  called  for,  to  answer  any 
reasonable  purpose  whatever.  In  that  respect,  such  a 
document  differs  most  essentially  firom  an  indenture  of 
apprenticeship.  The  latter  instrument  may  be  useful, 
after  the  apprenticeship  is  expired,  to  entitle  the  party 
to  the  freedom  of  a  corporation,  or  to  exercise  a  trade, 
or  it  may  be  evidence  of  his  settlement^'  In  Hall  v. 
Ball  (a),  where  trover  was  brought  by  a  lessor  for  an  in- 
denture of  lease  which  was  alleged  to  have  been  deter- 
mined by  a  proviso  therein  contained,  the  counterpart 
executed  by  the  lessor  not  being  produced  by  the  de- 
fendant on  notice,  it  was  held  that  the  lessor  might  give 
parol  evidence  of  its  contents  without  producing  the 
counterpart  executed  by  the  lessee.  And  Maule  J.  says, 
p.  247,  *'  An  expired  indenture  of  apprenticeship  some- 
times, remains  with  the  master,  sometimes  with  the 
apprentice."  The  reporters  add  in  a  note,  "  The 
(a)  3  Man.  #  6t.  242. 
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The  Qusix 

V. 

Oreneenof 
Hmoklkt. 
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1863.       latter  appears  to  have  the  greater  interest  in  its  pre- 
Tbb  Qukkh    servation/'     In  Doe  d.  The  Earl  of  Egremont  v.  Puir 
Oveneers  of    ^^^  (^)'  ^^  ejectment  against  a  lessee^  in  order  to  prove 
HiHCKLBT.    ^Yie  land  part  of  the  estate  of  the  lessor's  ancestor,  a 
counterpart  of  a  lease  of  it  executed  by  the  lessee  alone 
was  produced  from  the  ancestor's  muniment  room,  and 
although  no  proof  was  given  of  any  search  for  the  part  exe- 
cuted by  the  lessor,  or  of  notice  to  produce  it,  or  of  actual 
possession  under  it,  it  was  held  admissible,  as  being 
found  where  such  an   instrument  would   properly  be. 
l^Mellor  J.    If  the  search  for  a  document  is  made  in  a 
place  proper  for  its  deposit,  we  ought  not  to  set  aside 
the  decision  of  a  Court  admitting  the  document  in  evi- 
dence because  it  is  suggested  there  may  be  some  other 
place  of  deposit.] 

The  Court  will  not  review  the  judgment  of  the  Sessions 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  search  for  a  document.  In 
Reg.  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Saffron  HiU  (i),  Lord  Camp- 
bell, says,  at  pp.  95  6,  '*  I  think  the  order  must  be  con- 
firmed, on  the  ground  that  the  case  does  not  disclose 
enough  to  enable  us  to  say  that  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  was  wrong  in  deciding  that  there  was  not  evi- 
dence of  search  for  the  document  sufficient  to  make 
secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  admissible.''  And  the 
same  view  is  there  taken  by  Coleridge  J.  In  Reg.  v.  The 
Inhabitants  ofKenilworth  (c),  Coleridge  J.  says,  pp.  651-2, 
''  If  the  precise  rules  of  evidence  were  applicable,  the 
objection  might  perhaps  be  well  founded.  But  that  is 
not  so.  The  preliminary  proof  is  given  to  enable  a 
judicial  tribunal  to  determine  whether  secondary  evidence 
can  be  submitted  to  them.     In  such  a  case  a  looser  rule 

(a)  3  Q.  B.  622.  (h)  I  R  ^  B.  93. 

(c)  7  Q,  B,  642. 
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of  evidence  may  prevail.  The  magistrates  and  the 
Sessions  were  to  make  up  their  minds^  not  whether  the 
document  was  destroyed  or  not^  but  whether  there  had 
been  a  bona  fide  search  and  not  mere  carelessness  and 
neglect^  or  fraad^  in  not  producing.  In  every  instance 
of  the  sort^  therefore^  all  the  circumstances  must  be 
taken  into  account ;  and  difTerent  rules  will  prevail  in 
different  cases.''  ICrompton  J.  I  cannot  help  thinking 
that^  if  a  Judge  at  Nisi  prius  were  to  rule  that  it  was 
unnecessary  to  search  in  certain  places  for  a  document, 
we  should  not  overrule  his  decision.] 


1868. 

The  QuxKir 

V. 

OveneeTB  of 

HlHOKLBT. 


Meretoether  and  R.  H.  Palmer^  contrtu— In  order  to 
render  secondary  evidence  of  a  document  admissible^  it 
must  be  shewn  that  search  was  made  for  the  original 
in  all  places  where  it  might  probably  and  reasonably  be 
expected  to  be  found.  As,  therefore^  the  original  docu- 
ment in  the  present  case  was  traced  to  the  hands  of  the 
master,  a  search  for  it  among  his  papers  ought  to  have 
been  shewn.  Where  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship  con- 
sisted of  two  parts,  and  that  which  remained  with  the 
parish  had  been  destroyed,  while  that  which  had  been 
given  to  the  master  was,  on  an  assignment  of  the  pauper, 
delivered  to  a  female  assignee,  who,  when  asked  for  it, 
said  she  could  not  find  it,  and  did  not  know  where  it  was, 
but  she  was  not  subpoenaed,  it  was  held  that  secondary 
evidence  was  not  admissible ;  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Castleton  (a).  [^Blackburn  J.  There  the  assignee  was 
alive.  Here  a  period  of  sixty-nine  years  elapsed  since 
the  apprenticing.]  The  observations  in  Brewtter  v. 
Sewett  {b)  and  Hall  v.  Ball  (c)  are  mere  obiter  dicta. 

(a)  6  T.  B.  236.  (b)  3  B.  f  A.  296.299. 

(c)  3  Man.  #  Gr.  242. 247. 
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[They  also  cited  Bex  y.  The  LAabitantt  of  Mortmt  (a) 
vsiii  Rex  y.  The  Inhabitants  of  Deniu  (&).]  [Mdlar  J. 
Bex  Y.  The  Inhabitants  of  Piddkhinton  (c)  seems  agunst 
you.] 


CuoMPToir  J.  Although  I  have  felt  considerable  doubt 
on  the  subject,  I  do  not  see  my  way  clearly  to  say  that 
the  Sessions  were  wrong  in  holding  this  document  ad- 
missible in  evidence.  There  is  a  good  deal  in  what  is 
said  by  Mauk  J.,  in  Hall  v.  Ball  {d),  that  *'  an  expired 
indenture  of  apprenticeship  sometimes  remains  with  the 
master^  sometimes  with  the  apprentice :''  but  what  Lord 
Tenterden  says  in  Brewster  v.  Sewett  {e)  is  most  reaaon- 
able  and  correct^  that  there  is  no  reason  why  the  master 
should  keep  it  after  the  apprenticeship  is  over.  My 
brothers  take  strongly  the  view^  from  which  I  shall  not 
dissent^  that  the  great  probability  is,  that  if  the  master 
had  the  document  he  would  destroy  it,  and  therefore 
that  the  apprentice  was  the  most  likely  depositary.  At 
the  same  time  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  role  is 
that  all  probable  places  ought  to  be  searched. 


Blackburn  J.  The  only  question  is  whether  a 
sufficient  search  was  made  for  this  document  to  let 
in  secondary  evidence.  The  first  inquiry  is,  where 
would  the  document  naturally  be,  if  still  in  existence, 
for  there  the  search  should  be  made,  and,  if  it  is 
not  found  there,  then,  according  to  the  rule  laid  down 
in  M^Gahey  v.  Alston  (J),  secondary  evidence  will  be 
admissible.   Whether  there  has  been  reasonable  evidoice 


(a)  4tM.^S.  48. 
(c)  SB.4'Ad.4SO. 
(«)  3^.#^.  296.  299. 


(b)  7  -B.  #  C.  620. 

(d)  3  Man,  ^Gr.242. 247. 

(/)  2  3f .  #  fr.  206. 
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of  BQcIi  a  search  is  a  question  of  mixed  law  and  fact^ 
which  it  was  for  the  Sessions  to  determine.  I  do  not, 
however,  agree  with  what  was  urged  in  the  course  of  the 
ailment,  that  we  cannot  review  their  decision  upon  it, 
— like  all  other  questions  reserved  for  our  decision  as  a 
Court  of  appeal,  we  are  to  see  if  the  Court  bdow  acted 
rightly. 

The  facts  here  are  these.  So  far  back  as  1791  a  per- 
son entered  into  a  service  which  we  must  take  purported 
to  be  an  apprenticeship.  During  its  continuance  the 
indenture  of  apprenticeship  would  naturally  be  with  the 
master,  for  he  had  an  object  in  enforcing  the  observance 
of  its  covenants.  When  that  period  expired  he  had  no 
longer  any  interest  in  it,  but  the  apprentice  had,  because 
the  deed  of  his  appr^iticeship  would  serve  to  prove  his 
freedom,  settlement,  &c ;  and  I  believe,  in  practice,  masters 
give  up  such  documents  shortly  after  the  apprenticeship  is 
oyer.  Then  comes  the  inquiry  what  is  the  most  proper 
custody  for  it?  the  answer  to  which  is,  that  place  where, 
according  to  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  it  would  be 
found;  and  that,  I  think,  is  with  the  apprentice.  It 
is  laid  down  in  1  Taylor  on  Evidence^  p.  888,  §  402, 
3d  ed.,  that  ''  an  expired  indenture  of  apprenticeship 
remains  sometimes  with  the  master,  sometimes  with  the 
apprentice ;  but  as  the  apprentice  appears  to  have  the 
greatest  interest  in  its  preservation,  stricter  inquiry  should 
be  made  of  him  than  of  the  master,  though,  in  the  absence 
of  positive  proof  respecting  the  possession,  search  should 
be  instituted  among  the  papers  of  both.''  I  do  not  disagree 
with  that  at  all ;  but  when  the  probability  is  shewn  to  be 
that  in  the  course  of  business,  without  any  great  derelic- 
tion of  duty,  the  document  would  be  in  another  place  than 
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that  in  wliich  the  search  has  been  made,  the  Judge 
would  require  search  to  be  made  in  that  other  place,  if  the 
parties  did  not  reasonably  satisfy  him  that  the  first  search 
was  better.  Several  cases  are  given  in  that  work,  p.  387, 
sect  401,  shewing  that,  where  it  would  be  the  duty  of 
parties  to  deposit  documents  in  a  particular  place,  the  not 
finding  them  there  is  sufficient  to  let  in  secondary  evidence; 
although  if  any  grounds  of  suspicion  presented  themselves 
to  the  mind  of  the  Judge  that  those  parties  had  the  docu- 
ments, he  would  probably  require  them  to  come  and  be 
examined  about  them.  Here  are  some  of  the  cases: 
"  Where  it  appeared  that  a  parish  indenture  of  appren- 
ticeship had  been  given  to  a  person  since  dead  to  take 
to  the  overseers,  and  a  firuitless  search  was  made  for 
it  in  the  parish  chest,  which  was  the  proper  repository 
for  such  instruments,  secondary  evidence  was  admitted^ 
though  none  of  the  overseers  were  called,  and  no  inquiry 
was  made  of  the  personal  representative  of  the  party, 
who  ought  to  have  delivered  it  to  the  parish  officers.'' 
The  reason  of  that  is,  because  the  probability  as  to  where 
the  document  was  was  so  very  dear.  Again,  ''where  it 
was  the  duty  of  a  paying  clerk  of  a  parish  to  deposit  a 
certain  cancelled  cheque  in  a  room  of  the  workhouse,  an 
application  to  the  successor  of  this  derk  for  an  inspection 
of  the  cheques  in  the  room,  and  an  ineffi^tual  examina- 
tion of  several  bundles,  which  were  handed  to  the  party 
searching  by  the  successor,  was  deemed  a  suffideut  search 
to  let  in  secondary  evidence,  though  no  notice  to  produce 
had  been  served  on  the  first  derk,  he  being  the  defendant 
in  the  cause,  and  though  the  person  who  succeeded  him 
in  the  office  was  not  called.''  There  it  would  have  been 
to  some  extent  dishonest  in  the  derk  not  to  put  the 
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papers  in  that  place :  here  that  principle  cannot  apply. 
Probably  so  long  as  the  transaction  was  recent,  it  would 
have  been  proper  to  inquire  further  than  was  done  in 
this  instance,  but  after  the  lapse  of  sixty-nine  years  the 
justices  might  fairly  conclude  that  it  was  unnecessary. 


1863. 

The  Queen 
▼. 

Overseere  of 

HmOKLKT. 


Mellor  J.  In  order  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  a 
document,  you  must  satisfy  the  tribunal  that  proper 
search  has  been  made  for  the  original.  If  this  had  been 
very  shortly  after  the  apprenticeship  the  Sessions  ought 
not  to  have  been  satisfied  without  proof  of  a  search  in 
both  places;  i.  e.,  with  the  master  and  also  with  the 
apprentice.  But  as  so  long  a  time  has  elapsed  since  the 
force  of  the  document  was  spent,  and  as  most  likely  it 
would  be  given  up  to  the  apprentice,  seeing  that  he 
was  interested  in  it,  whereas  the  master  was  not,  the 
Sessions  were  quite  justified  in  saying  that  they  vere 
satisfied  with  a  search  among  the  papers  of  the  appren- 
tice only. 

I  entirely  agree  that  we  have  jurisdiction  to  review 
the  decision  of  the  Sessions,  if  necessary,  on  this  point ; 
but  before  we  reverse  it  we  must  be  satisfied  that  a 
reasonable  search  was  not  made,  and  I  certainly  cannot 
say  that  such  was  the  case  here. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 
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mJ^^'  Pbowsb  against  Loxdale. 

Second  actum,  1.  On  the  trial  of  an  action  for  libel  in  the  C.  B.,  to  which  a  jiutifieation 
Staying  pnh  was  cleaded,  the  plaintiff's  coansd,  after  his  reply,  elected  to  be  n<m- 
ceedin^s.  auited.    The  plaintiff  then  bronght  an  action  in  this  Court  for  the  mdm 

Seeurtty/or  libel,  and  on  the  13th  January  delivered  a  declaration,  which  was  ths 
same  as  in  the  first  action.  On  the  14th  January  the  defendant's  costt 
in  the  first  action  were  taxed.  On  the  21  st  he  obtained  time  to  plcal 
On  the  22d  he  took  ont  a  summons  to  stay  proceedings  in  the  aetioD 
until  the  phiintiff  had  paid  the  costs  of  the  first  action  and  given  secnntj 
Ibr  the  costs  of  the  second.  On  the  24th  the  Judge  indorsed  the  sum- 
mons •'  No  order,  without  prejudice  to  any  application  to  the  Court** 
On  the  30th  a  rule  in  similar  terms  was  obtained  and  served  upon  the 
plaintiff's  attorney.  In  the  meantime  the  defendant  had  pleaaed,  hie 
plea  being  the  same  justification,  and  issue  bein^  joined,  the  plaintifi, 
on  the  28th,  gave  notice  of  trial,  and  delivered  bnefs  to  connsel  before 
the  service  of  the  rule.  When  the  plaintiff  commenced  the  first  action 
he  was  bankrupt,  and  his  discharge  had  been  suspended  for  one  jesi 
from  the  13th  May,  1862,  with  protection  for  one  month.  The  Coortk 
in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  made  the  rule  absolute  for  staying  pro- 
ceedings ;  but  discharged  so  much  of  it  as  related  to  security  for  costs. 

"DULE  callmg  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  eause  why 
all  farther  proceedings  in  this  action  should  not  be 
stayed  until  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  costs  of  a  former 
action  brought  by  him  against  the  defendant,  and  until 
he  had  given  security  for  costs  in  this  action. 

Both  actions  were  brought  for  the  same  libel  published 
in  a  newspaper  called  The  Went  Middlesex  AdvertUer, 
and  in  both  the  defendant  pleaded  a  justification.  The 
first  was  brought  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  on 
the  trial,  before  fVilks  J.,  at  the  London  Sittings  after 
Michaelmas  Term,  1862,  the  plaintiff^s  counsel,  after  bis 
reply,  elected  to  be  nonsuited.  At  the  time  when  the 
plaintiff  commenced  that  action  he  was  a  bankrupt,  and 
OD  the  18th  May,  1862,  his  discharge  under  The  Bank- 
rupt Act  was  suspended  for  one  year,  with  protection 
for  one  month.     The  present  action  was  commenced  in 
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December^  1862 ;  and  the  declaration^  wliich  was  for  the  1868. 
same  canse  as  in  the  former  action^  was  delivered  on  the  Pbowse 
13th  January,  1863.  Judgment  having  been  signed  in  the  loxIJalb. 
former  action  the  plaintifiTs  costs  in  it  were  taxed  on  the 
14th  January  at  76/.  Is.  Od.,  and  had  not  been  paid.  On 
the  21st  January  the  defendant  obtained  time  to  plead 
on  the  usual  terms.  On  the  22nd  January  he  took  out 
a  summons  before  a  Judge  at  Chambers^  in  similar 
terms  to  those  of  the  present  rule^  which  was  heard  on 
the  24th,  before  Wightman  J.,  who  indorsed  the  sum- 
mons '•  No  order,  without  prejudice  to  any  application  to 
the  Court^^  On  the  30th  January  the  present  rule  was 
obtained  before  Melhr  J.,  in  the  Bail  Court,  and  was 
served  on  the  plaintiff's  attorney  on  the  evening  of 
that  day.  In  the  meantime  the  defendant  had  pleaded 
his  plea,  being  the  same  justification,  and,  issue  being 
joined,  the  plaintiff",  on  the  28th  January y  gave  notice  of 
trial  for  the  first  Sittings  in  Middlesex  after  Hilary  Term, 
and  had  delivered  briefs  to  counsel  before  the  service  of 
the  rule. 

On  the  argument  of  the  present  rule  the  counsel  for 
the  defendant  stated  that  he  had  waited  in  Court  to 
move  for  it  on  several  previous  days  in  Hilary  Term, 
but  had  no  opportunity  of  moving  until  the  30th 
January. 

Daly  shewed  cause. — The  Court  will  not  interfere  to 
prevent  the  plaintiff  bringing  a  second  action  for  the 
same  cause  as  the  first,  unless  they  believe  that  the 
second  action  is  brought  oppressively  and  vexatiously  ; 
2  Archb.  /v.,  11th  ed.  by  Prentice^  1370;  Danvers  v. 
Morgan  (a).  Further,  the  defendant  is  too  late  in  making 
(fl)  17  C.  B,  530.  633. 

VOL.   III.  3    N  B.    &   S. 
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1863.        this  application^  after  having  obtained  time  to  plead  and 
Prowse       allowed  the  plaintiff  to  prepare  for  trial. 

V. 

LOXDALK. 

Philbrick,  contra. — The  Court  has  a  discretiimaiy 
power  at  any  time  to  stay  proceedings  in  a  second  action, 
notwithstanding  the  plaintiff  has  taken  a  step  in  tbe 
cause ;  Fletcher  v.  Lew  (a).  In  JVestan  v.  Ifiihers  (4)  the 
Court  exercised  its  discretion  in  an  action  of  trespass 
for  taking  goods  as  a  distress  for  rent,  notwithstanding 
the  plaintiff  was  a  prisoner  at  the  time  of  bringing  the 
second  action,  and  sued  in  formfi  pauperis.  [He  also  cited 
M'Cullock  V.  Robinson  (c)  and  Crawley  v.  Impey  (rf).] 

Ceompton  J.  An  application  of  this  kind  is  made  to 
the  discretion  of  the  Court ;  and  I  think  that  in  the 
exercise  of  our  discretion  we  ought  to  stay  the  proceed- 
ings in  this  action  until  the  costs  of  the  first  action  hare 
been  paid.  The  plaintiff  is  a  bankrupt,  whose  certificate 
has  been  suspended ;  and  we  therefore  cannot  make  him 
give  security  for  costs  because  that  would,  in  effect,  pre- 
vent him  going  to  law.  Having  gone  before  a  jury 
to  try  the  first  action  when  there  was  a  full  opportonitr 
of  justice  being  administered  to  him,  he  withdrew  at  the 
close  of  the  case ;  and  now  he  brings  a  second  action  for 
the  same  cause.  If  the  first  action  had  been  tried  and 
there  had  been  any  mistake  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney 
on  the  trial  of  it,  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  obtained  a 

(fl)  3  A,  4-  E.^;  5N.i  M.  ^51. 

(h)  2  T.  B.  511.  At  the  foot  of  p.  511  of  the  copy  of  2  T.  R,  in  the 
libraiy  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  is  the  following  M8.  note. 
"  7  Feb.  1810  a  like  role,  Gibbon  v,  Coggan^'  and  under  it  is  written  th^ 
following  memorandum.  "  This  note  is  in  the  handwriting  of  Sir  Wjat. 
GarrouK    J.  Gurnei/.** 

(c)  2  K  R.  352.  (d)  8  Taunt.  407. 
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new  trial  without  payment  of  costs.     Under  these  cir-        1863. 

cumstanoes  the  bringing  of  a  second  action  is  occasioned  Prowsb 

by  the  fault  of  the  plaintiflF,  and  it  is  oppressive  on  the  loxdali. 
defendant. 

Blacblburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  does 
not  necessarily  follow  that,  where  a  plaintiff  fails  in  a 
first  action  and  brings  another,  the  second  action  is 
oppressive.  In  Danvers  v.  Morgan  (a),  where  the  first 
action  failed  because  there  was  no  notice  of  action  pur- 
suant to  The  Metropolitan  Police  Act,  10  G.  4.  c.  44., 
the  second  action  was  not  oppressive,  and  the  Court 
refused  to  stay  proceedings  in  it  until  the  costs  of  the 
first  action  were  paid.  But  here  the  second  action  is 
for  the  same  matter  as  in  the  first,  which  was  brought 
by  a  plaintiff  who  had  no  funds,  and  who  at  the  last 
moment,  when  the  jury  were  about  to  put  an  end  to 
litigation,  and  there  was  an  opportunity  of  finally 
concluding  the  whole  matter,  withdrew  the  cause  from 
the  jury,  for  what  reason  does  not  appear,  and  there 
was  judgment  against  him  for  costs.  Then  he  brings 
another  action  in  a  different  Court,  which  can  however 
make  no  difference  with  reference  to  this  application, 
and  he  does  not  pay  the  plaintiff  the  costs  of  the  first 
action.  I  think  that  continuing  the  litigation  without 
the  means  of  paying  the  costs  is  oppressive.  I  agree 
that  the  application  against  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be 
made  with  reasonable  promptitude;  and  if  he  were 
lured  on  to  incur  costs,  that  might  be  an  answer  to  it ; 
but  looking  at  the  dates  and  circumstances  I  cannot 
see  that  there  was  any  improper  delay  in  taking  out  the 
summons,  and  though  the  plaintiff  had  delivered  briefs 

(a)  17  C.  B.  530. 
3  N  2 
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1863.  and  incarred  costs  in  preparing  for  the  trials  it  is  not 
~  Prow«  shewn  that  he  was  not  aware  that  the  defendant  waa 
LozDJiLi.  dissatisfied  with  the  decision  of  the  Judge  at  Chambers, 
and  as  the  defendant  had  obtained  leave  to  come  to  the 
Court  the  plaintiff  would  know  that  in  all  probability  he 
would  do  so.  It  is  a  matter  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Court  to  make  the  order  prayed  for^  and  in  the  present 
case  I  think  we  ought  to  make  it. 

Mellor  J.  I  think  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  on 
the  defendant  if  we  allowed  him  to  be  put  to  the  costs  of  a 
second  trial  before  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  costs  of  the 
first.  Where  the  first  action  did  not  fail  on  any  tech- 
nical ground/  such  as  the  want  of  a  proper  notice  of 
action;  and  on  the  trial  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  after 
having  heard  the. defendant's  case,  and  after  the  replj, 
chose  to  withdraw  the  cause  irom  the  jury,  it  appears 
to  me  that  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  and  most 
oppressive  on  the  defendant,  who  had  been  at  the 
expense  of  bringing  his  witnesses  to  that  trial,  and  had 
arrived  at  a  stage  of  the  litigation  when  a  verdict  in 
his  favour  would  be  a  plea  in  bar  to  another  action,  that 
he  should  be  exposed  to  a  second  action  for  the  same 
cause  without  receiving  the  costs  of  the  previous  non- 
suit. I  am  glad  of  the  opportunity  of  putting  an  end  to 
such  a  vexatious  course  of  proceeding. 

Rule  absolute  to  stay  proceedings  until 
the  costs  of  the  first  action  be  paid: 
discharged  as  to  the  residue. 
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The  Queen  against  James  and  another.         Wednei^day, 

^  April  mh. 


Under  stat.  14  &  15  Vict  e.  16.,  districts  were  formed  and  highway   Highway, 
boards  constituted  for  the  management  of  highways  in  South  WaUs,  and  yon-repair. 
district  surveyors  were  appointed.   By  stat.  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  68.  s.  6.,  the   l^abiiity 
district  surveyor  is  to  have  "  all  duties,  powers,  and  responsibilities  as   dispuitd, 
regards  the  parishes  in  such  district,  of  a  surveyor  elected  under*'  stat.    Jndivtment. 
4  &  5  W.  4.  r.  50. ;  "  and  all  acts  and  provisions  not  hereby  repealed,    Qrder  ofjuS' 
applicable  to  such  last  mentioned  surveyor,  shall,  save  as  herein  other-   ^|^^, 
wise  provided,  apply  in  like  manner  to  a  surveyor  of  highways  of  a   Sq^J^  Wales, 
district  appointed  under  this  Act :"  and  by  sect.  43,  except  as  otherwise   5  <fr  6  >f' .  4.  * 
provided,  all  the  provisions  of  stat.  5  &  6  fT.  4.  c.  50.  were  to  remain  in    -  5Q  ^  95.* 
force  and  be  apphcable  to  the  highways  to  be  managed  under  the  later   23  <f  24  Vict, 
Act,  and  the  two  Acts  were  to  be  construed  together  as  one  Act.  Sect.  40   ^  gg^ 
re-enacted  sect.  90  of  stat.  6  &  6  ^.  4.  r.  50.,  substituting  a  summons 
on  the  district  surveyor  for  a  summons  on  the  parish  surveyor;  but 
sect.  95  of  the  earlier  Act  was  not  expressly  re-enacted.    Held  that  that 
section  remained  in  force;  and  therefore  where,  on  the  hearing  of  a 
summons  against  the  district  surveyor  for  the  non-repair  of  a  highway 
in  South  Wales,  he  denies,  on  behalf  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish, 
the  obligation  to  repair,  the  justices  may  direct  an  indictment  to  be 
preferred  against  the  parish. 

/^N  the  6th  March,  1862^  three  justices^  acting  in  and 
for  the  division  of  KeiieSy  of  the  county  of  Pembroke, 
made  an  order^  which  :  after  reciting  an  information  that 
there  was  a  common  and  public  highway  in  the  parish  of 
MeUne,  in  the  said  county^  and  that  after  the  passing  of 
stat  23  &  24  Vict  c.  68.,  '*  An  Act  for  the  better  man- 
agement and  control  of  the  highways  in  South  Wales^*  a 
part  of  the  said  highway  being  wholly  in  the  said  parish 
and  wholly  within  the  said  division,  and  wholly  within 
the  Newport  Highway  District  in  the  said  county  [the  part 
of  the  road  was  described  and  its  measurement  stated], 
on  &&,  was  out  of  repair;  and  that  the  inhabitants  of 
the  said  parish  the  said  part  of  the  said  highway  of  right 
ought  to  have  repaired ;  and  further  reciting  that  a 
summons  had  been  issued  requiring  John  James,  the 
district  surveyor  of  the  highways  for  the  Highway  Dis- 
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1868.       trict  of  Newport,  and  the  overaeers  of  the  said  parish, 
The  QvxKK   ^  appear  at  the  Petty  Sesaions  for  the  highways  for  the 
James        -Kwm  division,  and,  that  the  district  surveyor  appeared 
in  pursuance  of  the  summons,   and  on    the  heariog 
thereof,  denied,  on  behalf  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  said 
parish,  that  the  alleged  highway  so  complained  of  was  a 
highway  in  fact,  and  denied  the  duty  and  obligation  of 
the  said  inhabitants  to  repair  such  part  of  the  allied 
highway  as  in  the  information  was  described  as  being 
out  of  repair :  adjudged  the  information  to  be  true,  and 
that  the  road  complained  of  was  a  highway  and  was  out 
of  repair,  and  therefore  ordered  and  directed  that  the 
informant  do  prefer  a  bill  of  indictment,  and  subpoena 
the  necessary  witnesses  in  support  thereof,  at  the  Quar- 
ter Sessions,  against  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish, 
for  sufibring  and  permitting  the  said  highway  to  be  out 
of  repair. 

In  Michaelmas  Term,  1862,  Field  obtained  a  rule 
calling  upon  the  prosecutors  to  shew  cause  why  the 
above  order,  which  had  been  brought  up  by  certiorari, 
should  not  be  quashed,  on  the  ground  that  the  justices 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  it  within  stat  23  &  24  VieL 
c.  68. 

Giffard  shewed  cause. — The  95th  section  of  The 
Highway  Act,  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  50.,  remains  in  force 
as  regards  highways  in  parishes  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  Stat.  23  &  24  Vkt.  c.  68.  By  sect.  94  of 
stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  50.,  which  contains  provisions  for 
enforcing  the  duty  of  repairing  a  highway  when  the 
duty  or  obligation  of  repairing  it  does  not  come  in 
question,  an  order  is  to  be  made  upon  the  surveyor  as  the 
person  who  has  neglected  the  duty,  and  in  default  of 
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the  repairs  being  effectually  made  within  the  time  limited,  1863. 
he  is  to  forfeit  a  sum  of  money  requisite  for  repairing  The  Queeh 
the  highway,  which  is  to  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  j^igg. 
person  named  by  the  justices  and  applied  to  its  repair. 
Sect.  95  directs  that  if  "  the  duty  or  obligation  of  such 
repairs  is  denied  by  the  surveyor  on  behalf  of  the 
inhabitants  of  the  parish/'  the  justices  shall  direct 
a  bill  of  indictment  to  be  preferred.  Stat.  7  &  8  VtcL 
c.  91.  consolidated  and  amended  the  laws  relating  to 
turnpike  trusts  in  South  Wales.  Stat.  14  &  15  Vict 
c.  16.,  the  first  Act  for  the  better  management  and 
control  of  the  highways  in  South  Wales,  transferred 
part  of  the  duties  and  powers  of  parish  surveyors  to 
a  highway  board,  and  it  was  accordingly  necessary  to 
alter  in  some  respects  the  duties  of  those  surveyors,  and 
make  them,  as  to  some  matters,  subject  to  that  board. 
Sect.  16  of  that  Act  was  substituted  for  sect.  94  of  stat. 
5  &  6  fF.  4.  c.  50.,  the  only  difference  being  that  the 
surveyor  of  the  district  was  in  the  first  instance  to  be 
summoned  instead  of  the  parish  surveyor ;  but  the 
order  for  payment  of  the  sum  of  money  necessary  for 
repairing  the  highway  was  to  be  made  on  the  parish 
surveyor ;  and  it  concluded  with  the  same  proviso  as  that 
at  the  end  of  sect.  94  of  the  former  Act,  '^  that  the  said 
justices  shall  not  have  power  to  make  such  orders  as  afore- 
said in  any  case  where  the  duty  or  obligation  of  repairing 
the  said  highway  comes  in  question.^'  Sect.  17  enacted 
that,  except  as  therein  otherwise  provided,  all  the  provi- 
sions of  stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4w  c.  50.  should  remain  in  force  and 
be  applicable  to  the  highways  to  be  managed  under  that 
Act,  and  that  the  two  Acts  should  be  construed  together 
as  one  Act.  Consequently  sect  95  of  stat.  5  &  6  fF.  4. 
c.  50.  was  imtouched  by  that  Act     Stat  23  h  24  Vict 
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1863.  c.  68.,  by  sect.  1,  repeals  stat.  14  &  15  Viet.  e.  16.,  but 
The  QuKBH  provides  that  the  highway  districts  and  the  appointment 
J jiiiBB.  ^^  officers  shall  not  be  affected  by  that  repeal.  By  sect  6 
the  district  surveyor,  except  for  the  purpose  of  making 
rates,  and  as  therein  otherwise  provided,  is  to  "hare 
all  duties,  powers,  and  responsibilities,  as  regards  the 
parishes  in  such  district,  of  a  surveyor  elected  under^ 
Stat  5  &  6  fF:  4  c.  50.  Sect  40  is  the  same  as  sect.  16 
of  the  repealed  statute,  except  that  the  order  for  pay- 
ment of  money  is  to  be  made  upon  the  overseers  of  the 
poor  instead  of  the  parish  surveyor,  and  concludes 
with  the  same  proviso.  Sect  43  enacts :—'' Except 
as  herein  otherwise  provided,  all  the  provisions  of 
the  said  Act  of"  5  &  6  fP.  4.  c.  50.  ''  shall  remain 
in  force  and  be  applicable  as  well  to  the  highways 
to  be  managed  under  this  Act  as  to  the  highways 
which  may  continue  to  be  managed  under  that  Act,  and 
the  said  Act  and  this  Act  shall  be  construed  together  as 
one  Act.''  Unless  this  order  is  valid,  presentment  being 
abolished  by  stat.  5  &  6  fP.  4.  c.  5a  t.  99.,  the  six 
counties  of  South  Waltt  will  be  without  remedy  for  the 
non-repair  of  highways  except  by  indictment  at  common 
law,  on  which  no  costs  can  be  recovered.  Stat  25  &  26 
VicU  c.  61.,  which  authorises  the  formation  of  highway 
districts  in  Englaitd,  re-enacts,  in  sect  19,  the  provision 
of  sect.  95  of  stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  50.  as  to  the  payment 
of  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  where  the  liability  to 
repair  is  denied;  only  they  are  to  be  paid  "by  such 
party  to  the  proceedings  as  the  Court  before  whom  the 
case  is  tried  shall  direct.'' 

Field  and  /.  W.  Bowen,  contra. — The  95th  section 
of  stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  50.  is  not  incorporated  in  or  kept 
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in  force  by  stat.  23  &  24  VicL  c.  68.  as  regards  parishes       1863. 
subject  to  its  enactmenl^.  The  surveyor  under  the  earlier    The  Quibn~ 
statute  is  appointed  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish       jamsb, 
in  vestry  assembled,  and  it  is  his  duty  to  maintain  and 
repair  the  parish  roads;  and,  by  sect.  Ill,  he  cannot 
charge  the  expenses  of  defending  an  indictment  against 
the  parish  unless  the  inhabitants,  whose  servant  he  is, 
have  agreed,  at  a  vestry,  to  defend  it.    There  is  a  dis- 
tinction between  the  parish  surveyor  under  that  statute 
and  the  district  surveyor  under  stat.  23  &  24  Vict  c.  68. 
[MeOar  J.     By  stat  23  &  24  Fiet  c.  68.  s.  6.,  "  AU  Acts 
and  provisions  not  hereby  repealed,  applicable  to  such 
last  mentioned  surveyor,'*  that  is  a  surveyor  under  stat. 
5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  50.,  "  shall,  save  as  herein  otherwise  pro- 
vided, apply  in  like  manner  to  a  surveyor  of  highways 
of  a  district  appointed  under  this  Acf  J     But  this  is 
otherwise  provided  for  by  implication.     The  district 
surveyor  is  appointed  by  the  County  Boads  Board, 
sect  8 ;  and  is  to  act  under  the  directions  and  control  of, 
and  is  to  be  indemnified  by,  the  Highway  Board  in  re- 
spect of  all  expenses  and  liabilities  properly  incurred  by 
him,  sect.  6.     If  it  had  been  intended  that  sect.  95  of 
stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4  c.  50.  should  be  still  in  force,  he  would 
have  been  made  the  parish  surveyor.     \_Crompton  J. 
By  sect  6  of  stat.  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  68.,  he  seems  to  have 
two  masters.]     Sect.   7  places  the  maintenance  and 
repairs  of  highways  under  the  care  and  management  of 
the  Highway  Board.    The  parish,  therefore,  have  no 
power  to  repair  the  highways,  and  cannot  appear  to  an 
indictment  against  them  for  non- repair.     [Cromptan  J. 
That  argument  applies  to  all  turnpike  roads.]     The 
Turnpike  Act,  3  G.  4i.  c.  126.,  contains  a  special  clause, 
sect.  110,   as  to  indictments  against  a  parish  for  not 
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1863.  repairing  a  highway  being  a  turnpike  road.  The  cases 
The  QuBwr"  i»  which  there  is  a  dispute  as  to  the  liability  to  repair  are 
left  to  an  indictment  at  common  law.  Sect.  40  of  stat 
23  &  24  Ttc^c. 68., which  re-enacts  sect.  94of  stat  5&6 
fF.  4.  c.  60.,  and  is  not  followed  by  an  enactment  corres- 
ponding to  sect.  95  of  that  Act,  impliedly  repeals  diat 
section.  The  peculiar  legislation  in  sect.  95  of  stat. 
5  &  6  ^.  4  c.  50.  was  that,  at  all  events,  the  coats  of 
the  prosecution  should  be  paid  by  the  inhabitants  of  the 
parish ;  Reg.  v.  The  InhabUantt  of  Heanor  (a),  Reg.  t. 
The  Justices  of  Surrey  (i),  before  Nightman  J.  This 
was  found  oppressive ;  and  therefore  stat.  25  &  26  Vkt 
c.  61.,  for  the  better  management  of  highways  in 
England,  which  is  framed  on  the  model  of  stat.  23  &  24 
Vict  c.  68.,  departs  from  that  policy,  and  by  sect  19 
makes  the  payment  of  the  costs  dependent  on  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Court  which  tries  the  indictment  Sect.  95 
of  stat  5  &  6  fT.  4.  c.  50.  cannot  be  read  with  sect  40  of 
stat  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  68.,  because  the  summons  which 
it  mentions  is  a  summons  on  the  parish  surveyor, 
whereas  the  summons  in  sect  40  is  on  the  district 
surveyor. 

Coc^BURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  mle  onght 
to  be  discharged.  It  is  not,  at  first  sight,  easy  to  recog- 
nise the  effect  of  such  an  enactment  as  sect  43  of  stat 
23  &  24  Vict.  c.  68.;  but,  on  closely  looking  at  the 
provisions  of  that  Act,  and  of  The  Highway  Act,  5  &  6 
W.  4.  c.  50.,  I  think  that,  without  straining  the  langaage, 
we  may  conclude  that  this  order  was  right  It  is  dear 
that  the  order  would  be  good  under  stat  5  &  6  ff^  4 

(a)  6  Q,  B.  746. 

(A)  1  B.  a  a  70;  21  X.  X  M.  a  196;  16  Jur.  641. 
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c.  50. ;  but  it  is  said  that  stats.  14  &  15  VicL  c.  16.  and  1863. 
28  &  24  VicL  c.  68.  have  the  eflFeet  of  repealing  the  The  Qukkh 
94th  and  95th  sections  of  that  Act  as  to  the  counties  in  j^^^g. 
South  Wales.  It  is  argued  that,  by  these  latter  Acts,  a 
new  macbinery  is  established  for  the  maintenance  and 
repair  of  highways  in  SotUh  fVaks  differing  from  the  pro- 
cedure tinder  The  Highway  Act ;  that  highway  districts 
and  highway  boards  are  substituted  for  parishes,  and  a 
district  surveyor  is  appointed  for  the  highways,  in  whom, 
as  representative  of  the  Highway  Board,  are  vested  the 
powers  which  the  parish  surveyors  of  the  different 
parishes  form^-ly  exercised.  But,  substantially,  the 
powers  and  duties  of  the  two  officers  are  the  same. 
By  sect.  40  of  stat.  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  68.,  which  makes 
provision  for  a  highway  being  out  of  repair,  stat.  14  &  15 
Vict.  c.  16.  being  repealed,  the  district  surveyor  is  to  be 
summoned,  and  if  the  fact  of  the  highway  not  being  in 
a  state  of  repair  is  established,  the  justices  are  to  order 
the  district  surveyor  to  repair  it,  and  a  mode  of  raising 
the  funds  for  that  purpose  is  provided ;  but  in  the  con- 
cluding proviso  there  is  a  special  exception  of  the  case  in 
which  the  obligation  to  repair  comes  in  question.  The 
Legislature,  therefore,  contemplated  the  case  of  a  high- 
way being  out  of  repair  and  the  liability  of  the  parish 
to  repair  it  being  denied.  Mr.  Field  invited  us  to  infer 
that,  because  the  94th  section  of  stat.  5  &  6  fF.  4.  (?.  50. 
is  re-enacted  by  the  40th  section  of  stat.  23  &  24  Vict, 
c.  68.,  and  no  enactment  is  substituted  for  the  95th  section 
of  stat.  5  &6  W.  4.  (7.  50.,  the  intention  was  to  repeal 
that  section,  and  to  leave  the  cases  in  which  the  parish 
denies  the  obligation  to  repair  without  any  provision  for 
payment  of  the  prosecutor^s  costs ;  and  he  alleged  that 
such  an  intention  was  not  improbable  because  sect.  95 
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1863.  of  stat.  5  &  6  fT.  4.  c.  50.^  which  makes  the  parish  liaMe 
The  QoEKN  for  the  payment  of  costs  in  all  caaes^  had  heen  found 
Jambs.  ^  ^  oppressive.  But  it  would  be  equally  inconyenient 
if  the  Legislature  had  enacted  that  no  costs  should, 
under  any  circumstances,  be  given  to  the  prosecutor  when 
the  obligation  to  repair  was  disputed.  Being,  therefore, 
averse  to  adopting  the  latter  alternative,  it  is  necessary 
to  see  whether  stat.  23  &  24  Vict  e.  68.  has  not  made 
provision  for  this  case.  Sect  6  gives  the  district  sur- 
veyor, except  as  therein  otherwise  provided,  all  the  duties, 
powers  and  responsibilities,  as  regards  the  parishes  in 
the  district,  which  the  parish  surveyor  had  under  stat 
5  &  6  W,4.c.  50.  And  since  all  the  machinery  estab- 
lished by  the  old  Highway  Act  is  kept  in  operation  bj 
stat.  23  &  24  Vkt.  c.  68.,  I  think  that  as  under  sect  94 
of  stat.  5  &  6  fT.  4.  c.  50.,  the  parish  surveyor  was  the 
party  to  be  summoned  in  the  event  of  a  highway  being 
out  of  repair,  so  under  sect.  40  of  stat.  28  &  M 
Fict  c.  68.,  the  district  surveyor  is  now  to  be  sum- 
moned. I  fed  the  force  of  the  argument  that  the  high- 
way surveyor  was  elected  by  the  parish,  whereas  the  dis- 
trict surveyor  is  appointed  by  the  County  Boads  Board, 
and  therefore  does  not  represent  the  parish  before  the 
justices;  but  still  he  is  the  officer  of  the  a^regateof 
the  parishes  which  constitute  the  district,  and  it  is  not 
Ukely  that  he  would  undertake  to  dispute  the  liability  of 
a  parish  to  repair  a  highway  without  their  consent.  It 
is  true  that  sect  95  of  stat.  5  &6  fT.  4.  c.  50.,  remains 
as  oppressive  on  parishes  in  Sottth  fVales  as  before  the 
passing  of  stat  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  61.,  which  by  sect  19 
qualifies  the  operation  of  that  section  as  to  parishes  m 
England;  and  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  some  l^slative 
•     enactment  will  be  passed  to  put  both  on  the  same  foot- 
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ing.     Bat  the  legislatnre  having,  instead  of  repealing        1863. 


sect.   95,  qualified  it  with  reference  to  highways  and    xho  Qubkn 
parishes  in  England,  cannot  have  intended  that  in  South       Jamm. 
Wales  a  prosecutor  should  be  subject  to  the  certainty  of 
contesting  the  liability  of  a  parish  at  his  own  costs. 

Crompton  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     The  94th 
and  95th  sections  of  stat.  5  &  6  fF.  4.  c.  50.  present  two 
alternatives :  by  sect.  94  if  the  obligation  to  repair  is 
not  denied  a  certain  course  of  recovering  the  expense  of 
putting  the  highway  in  repair  is  prescribed ;   the  other 
alternative  is  provided  for  by  sect.  95 :  and  I  do  not  see 
why,  because  sect.  94  is  modified  by  sect  40  of  stat.  23  & 
24  VicL  c.  68.,  the  95th  section  should  not  remain  in 
force.     The  only  difficulty    is    in   applying    the  word 
"  such''  in  sect.  95,  which  begins  with  saying  that  "  if  on 
the  hearing  of  any  such  summons  respecting  the  repair  of 
any  highway  the  duty  or  obligation  of  such  repairs  is 
denied  -/'  but  that  ought  not  to  weigh,  because  by  sects. 
6  and  43  of  stat.  23  &  24  Vict  c.  68.  the  two  Acts  are 
to  be  read  together  and  taken  as  one,  and  the  word  ''such'' 
in  the  former  Act  must  be  taken  to  refer  to  the  ante- 
cedent summons  in  the  40th  section  of  the  latter.     The 
proviso  at  the  end  of  sect.  40  of  stat.  23  &  24  Vict 
c.    68.  shews  that   the    Legislature   contemplated  the 
case  of  the   liability  being  denied :    and  according  to 
Mr.  Fields  argument  there  is  no  provision  for  that 
alternative.     It  is   said  that  there  is  a    difficulty   as 
to  who  is  to  represent   the  parish  in   disputing  their 
liability  before  the  justices.     It  is  not  necessary   to 
determine  that;   but  I  do  not  know  why  the  district 
f       surveyor  should  not  take  the  opinion  of  the  parish  on 
that  matter,  as  tbe  parish  sim^eyor  used  to  do.     Accord- 
ing to  stat,  23  &  24  VicL  c.  68.  j,  40.,  a  flisputetl  lia- 
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1863.  bility  must  be  made  out  before  the  jastices  in  order  to 
The  QuBBM    ***^y  their  hands,  and  whether  it  is  made  out  by  the  dis- 

Jame9  *"^*  surveyor  or  not  is  immaterial.  It  is  also  said  that 
if  the  Legislature  had  intended  to  preserve  the  power  of 
directing  an  indictment  to  be  preferred  they  would  haw 
re-enacted  sect  95  of  stat.  5  &  6  fT.  4.  c.  50. ;  but  I  do 
not  see  that,  for  they  have  enacted  in  sect  43  that^ 
except  as  therein  otherwise  provided,  all  the  promoiB 
of  Stat.  5  &  6  ^^.  4.  c,  50.  shall  remain  in  force.  In  the 
repealed  statute,  14  &  15  VicL  c.  16.,  immediately  after 
sect  16,  which  modified  sect  94  of  stat  5  &  6  fF.  4 
c.  50.,  there  followed  a  section  enacting  that,  except  as 
therein  otherwise  provided,  the  provisions  of  stat.  5  &  6 
JV.  4.  c.  50.  should  remain  in  force ;  and  in  that  way 
sect  95  was  made  to  apply  to  the  new  state  of  things. 
I  cannot  see  that  the  force  of  this  is  weakened  in  stat 
23  &  24  Fici.  c.  68.  merely  because  two  sections  are 
interposed  between  sect.  40  and  sect.  43,  which  are 
equivalent  to  sect  16  and  sect  17  of  the  repealed 
statute.  If  there  had  been  any  doubt  upon  the  point 
in  this  case  it  would  have  been  raised  before. 

Blackburn  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
ought  to  be  discharged.  The  question  turns  on  atat 
23  &  24  Vict  c.  68.,  which,  by  sect  43,  enacts  that, 
except  as  therein  otherwise  provided,  all  the  provisions 
of  stat  5  &  6  «^.  4.  c.  50.  shall  remain  in  force  and  he 
applicable  to  the  highways  to  be  managed  under  the 
later  Act,  and  the  two  Acts  shall  be  construed  as  one. 
It  follows  from  this  scheme  of  legislation  that  sometimes 
the  language  of  a  particular  provision  in  the  Act  referred 
to  wiU  not  suit  well  in  the  new  Act ;  and  that  some  strain 
must  be  laid  on  that  language.  Here  the  thing  to  te 
remembered  is  that,  by  sect  94  of  stat  5  &6  fr.4.  c.  Stt, 
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and  by  sect.  40  of  stat  28  &  24  Vict  c.  68.,  whether  a        1868. 

highway  is  repairable  by  the  parish  or  by  some  individual    The  QuuiT 

or  body  corporate,  the  Legislature  trusts  the  justices  to       j^mm 

determine  whether  it  is  out  of  repair.     By  sect  94  of 

stat.  5  &  6  fV.  4,  c.  50.,  the  party  summoned  may  be 

either  the  surveyor  of  the  parish,  or  other  person  or 

body  politic  or  corporate  chargeable  with  such  repair ; 

and  so,  by  sect.  40  of  >stat.  28  &  24  Fict.  c.  68.,  he  may 

be  either  the  surveyor  of  the  district,  or  other  person 

or  body  politic  so  chargeable;  but  by  the  proviso  at 

the  end  of  each  section,  if  the  duty  or  obligation  of 

repairing  the  highway  comes  in  question,  the  justices 

shall    hold    their  hands :    so   that   sect.   40  of    stat. 

23  &  24  Vict  c.  68.  is,  in   all  substantial  respects,  the 

same  as  sect.  94  of  stat.  5  &  6  fFl  4.  c,  50., — in  the 

case  of  a  parish  the  district  surveyor  being  summoned 

instead  of  the  parish  surveyor.     Construing  the  two 

Acts  as  one  Act,  we  must  read  sect  95  of  stat.  5  &  6 

W.  4.  c.  50.  as  immediately  following  sect  40  of  stat. 

28  &  24  Vict  c.  68. ;  and  requiring  the  Court  before 

whom  the  indictment  on  which  depends  the  question 

whether  the  road   is  a  parish   or  a  private  road  is 

tried,  to  order  the  costs  of  the   prosecution  to    be 

paid  out  of  the  highway  rate.     The  great  strength  of 

Mr.  Field's  argument,  viz.   that   the  district  surveyor 

is  not  the  parish  surveyor,  therefore  fails,   because  it 

is   the   same  whether  the  obligation  is  traversed   by 

the   parish,  or  by  a  private  individual,  or  by  a  body 

corporate.     It  comes  to  this,  that  some  strain  must  be 

put  upon  the  word  "  such"  at  the  beginning  of  sect  95, 

in  reading  it  with  stat.  23  &  24  Vict  c.  68. ;  and  I  think 

the  words  ''if  on  the  hearing  of  any  such  summons/'  in 

»ect  95  of  stat.  5  &6  H*,  4  c.  50,,  must  be  read  as  apply* 

ing  to  the  summons  in  the  40th  sectiun  of  the  later  Act. 
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1863.  Mellor  J.     The  present  case  is  an  instance  of  the 

The  QuBiN    S^eat  inconvenience  of  legiskting  in  this  manner.  If  the 

,  ^-  framer  of  stat.  23  &  24  Vict.  c.  68.  had  intended  to  repeal 

sect.  95  of  stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  50.  by  reason  of  the  hard- 
ship which  it  throws  on  parishes^  he  would  have  referred 
to  and  repealed  it.  Instead  of  that  there  is  an  express 
declaration  in  sects.  6  and  43  of  an  intention  not  to 
interfere  with  the  enactments  of  stat.  5  &  6  ^.  4k.  c.  50. 
farther  than  is  specially  provided. 

Mr.  Field  has  raised  difficulties,  all  of  which  I  do  not 
attempt  to  solve ;  one  of  which  was,  out  of  what  fund 
are  the  costs  of  the  prosecution  to  come  ?  Sect.  95  of 
stat  5  &  6  FF.  4  c.  50.  says  that  they  shall  be  paid  out 
of  the  rate  made  and  levied  in  pursuance  of  that  Act ; 
and  I  see  nothing  in  stat.  23  &  24  VicL  c,  68.  to  prevent 
the  parish  surveyor  making  and  levying  a  rate  to  pay 
the  costs  ordered  by  the  Judge  of  Assize  or  the  Quarter 
Sessions.  With  reference  to  cases  in  which  the  liability 
to  repair  is  disputed,  no  provisions  are  substituted  for 
those  in  sect.  95  of  the  former  Act ;  and  there  is  nothing 
to  shew  that  they  were  intended  to  be  repealed*  I  agree 
with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  that  there  is  much  less 
anomaly  in  our  deciding  that  sect  95  of  the  former 
Act  is  still  in  force  than  in  leaving  South  Wales  in 
a  different  condition  from  the  other  parts  oi  England 
as  to  indictments  for  the  non-repair  of  highways  and 
the  payment  of  the  costs  of  prosecutions  where  the 
liability  to  repair  is  disputed.  As  to  the  objection 
founded  on  the  word  ''such''  I  see  no  difBculty:  it 
refers  to  the  process. 

Rule  discharged  and  Order  affirmed. 
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1868. 


Wilson,  appellant,  against  Stewart,  respondent,  f^"^' 


May  2d, 


If  the  keeper  of  a  place  of  public  resort  inBtrocts  his  servant  to  manage   -"<wter  and 
it  in  such  a  way  as  to  be  a  violation  of  stat  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  47.  s.  44.,    *jrj?*"-      , 
and  the  servant  does  so,  the  master  is  guilty  of  an  offence  within  that   -^'^w?^  «^ 
Act,  and  the  servant  is  guilty  as  aiding  and  abetting  him  within  stat    «  ^  o%._^ 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43.  *.  5.  2  #3  Vtct. 

c.  47.  *.  44. 

11  #  12  Vict, 

gPECIAL  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  ^•^'•^• 

under  stat.  20  &  21  Fict  c.  48.,  by  one  of  the 
magistrates  of  the  Police  Courts  of  the  Metropolis, 
sitting  at  the  Police  Court,  Marlborc^  Street,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  and  within  the  Metropolitan  Police 
District. 

The  respondent  appeared  before  the  magistrate  upon 
a  summons  to  answer  the  complaint  of  the  appellant, 
charging  him,  for  that  he  on  the  17th  January,  1863,  at 
&c.,  did  unlawfully  aid  and  abet  one  John  Fryer,  he 
being  then  and  there  the  keeper  of  a  place  of  public 
resort,  wherein  refreshments  were  sold  and  consumed, 
in  knowingly  suffering  prostitutes  to  meet  together  and 
remain  in  the  said  place  of  public  resort. 

The  evidence  was  conclusive  and  undisputed  as  to 
the  presence  of  numerous  prostitutes  at  the  house  named 
on  the  morning  in  question,  as  to  their  continuous 
presence  at  the  house  on  that  morning,  and  as  to 
the  consumption  of  refreshments  at  the  same  time  and 
place.  It  was  sworn  that  John  Fryer  was  keeper  of  the 
house,  and  this  was  undisputed. 

VOL.    III.  3   O  B.    &   8. 
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1868.  The  respondent  was  head  waiter  or  manager  for  John 

~  WiLsoir  Fryer  on  the  morning  in  question  at  the  honae,  and  his 
attention  was  specially  called  by  the  police  to  the 
number  of  the  prostitutes  on  the  premises.  John  Fryer 
was  not  present  at  the  said  time  and  place.  There  were 
at  the  time  named  warrants  for  John  Fryer^B  apprdien- 
sion  in  force  from  the  Police  Court,  for  non-appearance 
to  summonses  to  answer  chaises  for  suffering  prosti- 
tutes to  assemble  at  his  said  house,  contrary  to  2  &  3 
Fict.  c.  47.  s,  44. 

The  magistrate  was  of  opinion  that  the  relation  of 
servant  and  master  was  proved  to  exist  between  the 
respondent  and  John  Fryer^  but  that  such  relation  was 
insufScient  to  establish  in  point  of  law  an  aiding  and 
abetting  according  to  the  true  meaning  and  intent  of 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  48.  8.  5.,  and  refused  to  convict. 

The  question  of  law  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was. 
Whether  the  respondent  was  an  aider  and  abettor  of 
John  Fryer,  the  keeper  of  a  place  of  public  resort  wherein 
refreshments  were  sold  and  consumed,  in  knowingly 
suffering  prostitutes  to  meet  together  and  remain 
therein. 

Keane,  for  the  appellant.— Stat  2  &  3  Viei.  e.  47. 
s.  44,  after  reciting  that  *^  it  is  expedient  that  the  pro- 
visions mada  by  law  for  preventing  disorderly  conduct  in 
the  houses  of  licensed  victuallers  be  extended  to  other 
houses  of  public  resort,'^  enacts,  ''every  person  who 
shall  have  or  keep  any  house,  shop,  room,  or  place  of  public 
resort  within  the  metropolitan  police  district,  wherem 
provisions,  liquors,  or  refreshments  of  any  kind  shall  be 
sold  or  consumed,  (whether  the  same  shall  be  kept  or 
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retailed  therein  or  procured  elsewhere,)  and  who  shall  1868. 
wilfully  or  knowingly  permit  drunkenness  or  other  dis-  Wilmii 
orderly  conduct  in  such  house,  &c.,  or  knowingly  permit  stiwabt. 
or  suffer  prostitutes  or  persons  of  notoriously  bad  cha- 
racter to  meet  together  and  remain  therein,  shall  for 
every  such  offence  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  not  more 
than  5i  &c."  And  by  stat  11  &  12  Vict  c.  48.  s.  5., 
*'  every  person  who  shall  aid,  abet,  counsel,  or  procure 
the  commission  of  any  offence  which  is  or  hereafter  shall 
be  punishable  on  summary  coiiviction  shall  be  liable  to 
be  proceeded  against  and  convicted  for  the  same,  either 
together  with  the  principal  offender,  or  before  or  after 
his  conviction,  and  shall  be  liable  on  conviction  to  the 
same  forfeiture  and  punishment  as  such  principal  offen- 
der is  or  shall  be  by  law  liable,  and  may  be  proceeded 
against  and  convicted  either  in  the  county,  riding, 
division,  liberty,  city,  borough,  or  place  where  such 
principal  offender  may  be  convicted,  or  in  that  in  which 
such  offence  of  aiding,  abetting,  counselling,  or  procuring 
may  have  been  committed/'  Here  the  keeper  of  a  place 
of  public  resort  keeps  out  of  the  way  to  avoid  the 
police,  leaving  the  respondent,  who  is  his  servant,  to 
manage  the  business  in  his  absence.  The  respondent 
allows  prostitutes  to  assemble  in  violation  of  the  first 
statute,  and  thereby  becomes  an  aider  and  abettor  of  his 
master  within  the  second.  [^Blackburn  J.  There  is  evi* 
dence  enough  to  shew  that  the  respondent  was  aider  and 
abettor  of  the  master,  but  the  magistrate  has  not  found 
as  a  fact  that  he  was.  Crompton  J.  The  conduct 
of  the  respondent  rather  goes  to  prove  that  he  was  a 
principal  offender.  Mellor  J.  By  statute  the  person 
managing  a  bawdy-house  may  be  treated  aa  a  prin- 

3  o  2 
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1863.       cipal  (a).     Crompton  J.    And  so  may  tlie  manager  of 

W'lLBOK       a  cockpit  (i).] 

No  Counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

Crompton  J.  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that, 
if  the  keeper  of  a  place  of  public  resort  instracts  his 
servant  to  manage  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  be  a  violatioii 
of  the  statute  2  &  3  Vict  c.  47.  s.  44.,  and  the  servant 
does  so,  the  master  is  guilty  of  an  offence  within  that 
Act,  and  the  servant  is  guilty  as  aiding  and  abetting  him 
within  11  &  12  Vici.  c.  43.  s.  5.  And  I  further  think 
that,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  there  was 
evidence  of  that ;  but  the  magistrate  has  stopped  short 
of  drawing  the  inference  that  such  Was  the  &ct,  and  we 
cannot  draw  it  for  him.  This  expression  of  our  opinion 
will,  however,  be  sufficient  for  the  guidance  of  magis- 
trates in  future,  so  that  the  case  need  not  be  sent  back 
for  restatement. 

Blackburn  and  Mellor  JJ.  concurredi 

Appeal  dismissed,  without  costs. 
(a)  26  (?.  2.  c.  36.  #.  8.  (*)  12  &  13  Tirf.  c.  92. «.  a 


XXVI.    VICTORIA  »^' 

18G3. 


FowBLES  and  another,  executors  &c.,  against  The  ^f^(^^ 
Manchester  and   London   Life   Assurance 


In  nirance, 

AND  Loan  Association.  Li/e  policy. 

Declaration, 
Misrepresenta- 
A  life  policy  of  insurance  was  entered  into  with  a  Company  on  the  ii^^^ 
life  of  H.  F.,  which  was  founded  on  a  written  declaration  of  the  assured 
agreed  to  be  the  basis  of  the  contract  between  the  parties,   and  con- 
tained a   proviso  that   "if  any  statement  in  the  declaration  (which 
declaration  should  be  considered  as  much  a  part  of   that  policy  as 
if   the    same  had  been  actually  set  forth  therein)  was  untrue,   or  if 
the  assurance  by  the  poUcy  should  have  been  effected  by  or  through 
anjr  wilfiil  misrepresentation,  concealment  or  false  averment  whatsoever, 
or  if  the  said  H.  F.  should  go  to  anv  place  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe, 
&C.,  the  policy  should  be  void,  and  all  monies  paid  in  respect  thereof 
should  be  forfeited  to  the  said  Association."     The  proposal  and  declara- 
tion contained  the  usual  particulars,  and  proceeded  as  follows :  "  I  do 
hereby  declare  that  the  above  written  particulars  are  correct  and  true 
throughout,  and  I  do  hereby  agree  that  this  proposal  and  declaration 
shall  De  the  basis  of  the  contract  between  me  and  The  Manchester  and 
London  Life  Assurance  Association^  and  if  it  shall  hereafter  appear  that 
any  fraudulent  concealment  or  designedlv  untrue  statement  be  contained 
therein,  then  all  the  money  which  shall  have  been  paid  on  account  of 
the  assurance  made  in  consequence  hereof  shall  be  forfeited,  and  the 
policy  granted  in  respect  of  such  assurance  shall  be  absolutelv  null  and 
void.       Held,  that  the  policy  and  declaration  must  be  read  together, 
and  so  reading  them  the  policy  was  not  avoided  by  an  untrue  statement 
in  the  declaration,  unless  designedly  untrue. 

Tr\ECLARATION  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  executors  of 
Henry  Fowkes,  deceased,  stated  that,  by  a  policy  of 
assurance,  bearing  date  the  31st  December,  a.  d.  1860, 
made  and  granted  by  the  defendants,  and  duly  signed 
and  sealed  as  by  law  required ;  after  reciting  that  Henry 
Fowkes  had  proposed  to  effect  an  assurance  with  the 
defendants  in  the  sum  of  1000/.  upon  his  own  life  for 
the  whole  continuance  thereof,  and  that  he  had  delivered 
to  them  a  declaration  therein  mentioned  and  described, 
which  declaration  he  had  agreed  should  be  the  ba&is  of 
the  contract  between  him  and  the  defendants,  and  that 
Henry  Fowhes  had  paid  to  the  defendants  the  sum  of 
43/.  %$.  4d.  as  premium  for  that  insurance  until  the  Ist 
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1868.       January^  1862 :    It  was  by  the  policy  witnessed  and 

Fo^t^      declared  that  if  Henry  Fowhes  should  die  before  or  upon 

Mamchebtkb  ^^  ^®*  January f  1862 ;  or  live  beyond  such  day,  and  he 

*^d         or  his  assigns  should^  on  or  before  that  day,  and  on 

Assurance     or  before  the  1st  January  in  every  succeeding  year 
AMoaation. 

during  the  continuance  of  that  assurance,  pay,  at  the 

office  of  the  Association  at  which  that  policy  was 
effected,  or  within  thirty  days  thereof,  the  premium 
of  43/.  8#.  4d.,  then  the  property  of  the  Association 
should  be  liable  according  to  the  provisiona  of  the 
deed  or  deeds  of  settlement  of  the  Association,  but  not 
otherwise,  to  pay  to  the  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns  of  Henry  Fowhes,  within  three  calendar  months 
after  satisfactory  proof  of  his  death  should  have  been 
received  at  the  office  of  the  Association  at  which  that 
policy  was  effected,  the  sum  of  1000/.,  and  such  further 
sum  or  sums  as,  having  under  the  provisions  of  such  deed 
or  deeds  been  apportioned  as  a  bonus  to  the  policy,  should 
have  been  added  to  the  sum  thereby  assured,  unless  an 
equivalent  for  such  further  sum  or  sums  should  have 
been  paid  or  allowed  to  the  party  entitled  thereto.  Pro- 
vided always  that  if  any  statement  in  the  declaration 
(which  declaration  should  be  considered  as  much  a  part 
of  that  policy  as  if  the  same  had  been  actually  set  forth 
therein)  was  untrue,  or  if  the  assurance  by  the  policy 
made  should  have  been  effected  by  or  through  any 
wilful  misrepresentation,  concealment  or  false  aver- 
ment whatsoever;  or  if  Henry  Fowkes  should  go  to 
any  place  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  except  Ma- 
deira, Canada,  Australia,  New  Zealand,  7%tf  Cape  of 
Good  Hope,  or  any  other  place  distant  not  less  than 
85  degrees  from  the  equator,  but  as  regards  those  ex- 
cepted places,  only  if,  in  goinji^  thereto  or  therefrom,  he 
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should  go  only  as  passenger  in  time  of  peace  in  decked 
and  seaworthy  vessels  within  those  limits ;  or  if,  being  or 
becoming  a  military,  naval,  or  preventive  service  man, 
he  should  enter  into  actual  service  without  the  previpus 
licence  of  a  board  of  directors  of  the  Association  (except 
for  the  exclusive  purpose  of  defending  the  country  from 
actual  invasion) ;  or  if  he  should  commit  suicide  or  die 
by  duelling  or  by  the  hands  of  justice,  the  policy  should 
be  void,  and  all  moneys  paid  in  respect  thereof  should  be 
forfeited  to  the  Association ;  but  in  case  of  such  death 
by  suicide,  duelling,  or  by  the  hands  of  justice  (subject 
as  therein  mentioned).  Provided  nevertheless  that  the 
capital  stock  and  other  the  property  of  the  Associa- 
tion, remaining  at  the  time  of  any  claim  and  demand 
made,  unapplied  and  undisposed  of  and  inapplicable  to 
prior  claims  and  demands  in  pursuance  of  such  deed  or 
deeds,  should  alone  be  liable  to  make  good  all  claims 
and  demands  upon  the  Association  in  respect  of  the 
policy,  and  all  other  policies  then  present  and  future, 
and  instruments  securing  annuities.  Averment  that 
the  declaration  above  and  in  the  policy  mentioned 
and  referred  to  was  in  the  words  following,  that  is  to 
say. 

''  Life  Proposal  and  Declaration. 
''  Manchester  and  London  Life  Assurance  Association. 
'*  Manchester^  77,  King  Street. 
"  Proposed  the  26th  day  of  Dec. 

1860. 
"Accepted  the  2d  day  of  Jan. 

1861. 

''John  F.  Hibbert, 

"Chairman.** 
Then  followed  the  usual  particulars  of  name,  residence. 
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F0WKE9 
▼. 

Mavchrstbb 

and 

London 

Assurance 

Association. 


£1000  at  4/.  6f.  lOd. 
per  cent  yearly. 
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1808.        age,  state  of  health,  habits,  &c. ;  after  which  was  the 
F0WKS8      following 
,  Mahchmtbe  *'  Declaration. 

IxSdoh  "  ^  ^^  hereby  declare  that  the  above  written  particu- 

^Mnrance  larg  are  correct  and  true  throughout,  and  I  do  hereby 
agree  that  this  proposal  and  declaration  shall  be  the  basis 
of  the  contract  between  me  and  The  Manchester  and  Lmr 
doti  Life  Assurance  Association  ;  and  if  it  shall  hereafter 
appear  that  any  fraudulent  concealment  or  designedly 
untrue  statement  be  contained  therein,  then  all  the 
money  which  shall  have  been  paid  on  account  of  the 
assurance  made  in  consequence  hereof  shall  be  forfeited, 
and  the  policy  granted  in  respect  of  such  assurance  shall 
be  absolutely  null  and  void. 

''  Signed  by  me  this  26th  day  of  December,  1860. 
(Signature)     "  Henry  Fowkes." 
The  usual  averments  followed,  including  the  death  of 
Henry  Fowhes  ;  and  the  plaintiffs,  as  executors,  claimed 
1100/. 

First  plea.  That  the  declaration  in  the  policy  named 
was  a  declaration  made  and  signed  by  Henry  Fowkes, 
and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  making  and  signing,  and  of 
the  delivering  of  the  declaration  in  the  policy  mentioned, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  policy,  there  were 
divers  statements  made  by  Henry  Fowhes  in  the  decla- 
ration which  were  untrue,  and  that  divers  of  the  par- 
ticulars in  the  declaration  alleged  to  be  correct  and 
true  were  incorrect  and  untrue,  by  reason  whereof,  and 
of  the  proviso  in  that  behalf,  the  policy  became  and  was 
void. 
Demurrer,  and  joinder  therein. 
On  the  argument  of  the  demurrer  it  was  stated  that 
there  was  abo  a  plea  alleging  that  divers  of  the  state- 
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ments  made  by  Henry  Fowkes  in  the  declaration  were        11363. 

designedly  untrue^  upon  which  issue  was  taken ;  and      Fowkm 

that  on  the  trial  of  that  and  other  issues  before  Cockbum  manoh-stkr 

C.  J.,   at  the  London  Sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term,  *°^ 

1862,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs.  Aeaurance 

*  Aasociation. 

Karslake  {Huddleston  and  Prentice  with  him),  in 
support  of  the  demurrer. — The  plea  amounts  to  this, 
that  any  statement  in  the  declaration,  incorporated  in 
the  policy,  though  not  material,  and  though  accidentally 
and  not  designedly  untrue,  vitiates  the  policy.  But 
reading  the  policy  and  the  declaration  as  the  language 
of  the  insurers,  that  is  not  the  right  construction  of  the 
contract.  In  Anderson  v.  Fitzgerald  (a)  Lord  St,  LeonarcTs 
said  that,  if  there  was  any  ambiguity  in  a  life  policy,  it  must 
be  taken  more  strongly  against  the  person  who  prepared 
it.  The  latter  words  of  that  declaration  shew  that  the 
assured  does  not  warrant  the  accuracy  and  absolute  truth 
of  every  statement,  but  that  the  particulars  shall  be  accu- 
rate and  true  in  the  sense  that  there  is  no  *'  fraudulent 
concealment,  or  designedly  untrue  statement : "  other- 
wise those  words  are  surplusage. 

Mellish  (  T.  Jones  with  him),  contrd. — If  the  assured, 
in  answer  to  the  questions  put  to  him  in  the  proposal, 
makes  any  untrue  statement  which  the  Company  con- 
sider material,  the  policy  is  avoided,  though  that  state- 
ment be  not  untrue  to  the  knowledge  of  the  assured.  The 
contract  between  the  parties  is  contained  in  the  policy, 
and  the  proviso  is  "  that  if  any  statement  in  the  decla- 
ration, which  declaration  shall  be  considered  as  much  a 
part  of  the  policy  as  if  it  had  actually  been  set  forth 
therein,  is  untrue,''  not  "knowingly  or  designedly  un- 

(a)  4  H,  L.  a  484.  507. 


^ 
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1888.  true,"  "the  policy  al^Jl  be  void."    In  Duckettv.  WUr 

YowKEB  ^^'  (^)>  ^^^^  it  was  i^eed  that,  if  any  untrae  aver- 

Hamchcstek  ™^"*  ^^  contained  in  the  declaration,  or  if  the  facto 

*"*<*  required  to  be  set  forth   in  the   proposal  were  not 

Assurance     truly  stated,  all  moneys  paid    upon  account  of  the 
Aitociatioiit  .f      *  * 

assurance  should  be  forfeited  and  the  assurance  he 

Yoid,  it  was    held    that  a    misstatement,    ignorantly 
and  innocent]iy  made,  was  untrue  within  the  meaning 
of  the  policy.     In  Cazenaoe  v.  The  British  Equitabk 
Assurance  Company  {b)  one  of  the  conditions  was,  that 
the  policy  should  be  void  in  case  any  firaadul^it  or 
untrue  statement  was  contained  in  any  of  the  documento 
addressed  to  or  deposited  witii  the  Company,  and  it  was 
held  that   an  untrue  statement  of  an  immaterial  fact 
without  intentional  firaud  avoided  the  policy.    In  Andet' 
son  V.  Fitzgerald  (c)  the  proviso,  that  the  policy  should 
be  void  and  the  moneys  paid  should  be  forfeited,  is  thus 
described  by  Parhe  B.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
Judges,  p.  497  : — "  The  proviso  in  the  first  place,  provides 
for  the  violation  of  the  special  matters  mentioned  in  the 
commencement  of  it     Next,  it  requires  every  material 
fact  not  to  be  misrepresented  or  concealed^  but  to  be 
fully  and  fairly  declared.     But  it  goes  ftirther.    In  the 
anxiety  of  the  Company  to  protect  itself  by  every  pre- 
caution, it  prohibits  any  fraud  or  falsehood  whatever  to 
be  used  in  obtaining  the  insurance.    It  includes  all  frauds 
for  that  purpose,  though  not  made  by  concealment  or 
misrepresentation,  by  word  or  writing,  of  material  facts, 
such  as  fraud  in  false  personation,  or  in  the  disguise  of  the 
diseases  of  the  applicant;  and,  lastly,  it  prohibits  eveiy 
false  statement  whatever,  whether  in  matters  actually 
matenal  or  immaterial,  and  leaves  no  room  for  dispute 

(a)  2  e.  #  Af.  848.  (6)  6  C.  B.  N.  &  457. 

(c)  4  H,  L.  a  484. 
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whether  the  particular  matter  to  which  it  related  wai        1868. 
material  or  not  (which  in  the  case  of  a  dispute  a  jury       Fowku 
would  have  to  decide),  leaving  the  Company  to  determine  |£^acHK»TBB 
entirely  for  itself  what  matters  it  deems  material  and      lo^^„ 
what  not."     The  policy  in  the  present  case  ouly  refers    ^"^^^^ 
to  the  declaration  by  way  of  parenthesis,   and  there- 
fore, if  there  is  a  variance  between  them,  the  policy  must 
prevail 

Karslakc,  in  reply. — The  declaration  must  be  read 
as  part  of  the  policy.  In  Anderson  v.  Fitzgerald  (a) 
the  sole  question  was  whether  there  had  been  a 
misdirection  in  leaving  to  the  jury  to  say  whether 
the  answers  to  certain  questions  were  material  as  well 
as  false; — no  judicial  construction  was  put  upon  the 
word  "false."  Lord  St  Leonard's  said,  p.  513  : — 
"  I  think  that  your  Lordships,  and  every  Court  of 
Justice,  should  endeavour  to  give  such  a  construction 
to  a  policy  of  this  nature  as  will  afford  a  fair  security 
to  the  person  with  whom  the  policy  is  made,  that,  upon 
the  ordinary  construction  of  language,  he  is  safe  in  the 
policy  which  he  has  accepted.  I  am  quite  sure  if 
policies  of  this  nature  are  to  be  entered  into,  and  such 
doubts  are  to  be  raised  as  have  been  raised  in  this  case, 
that  that  very  important  branch  of  insurance,  life- 
insurance,  will  become  very  distasteful  to  people,  and 
that  no  prudent  man  will  effect  a  policy  of  insurance 
with  any  Company  without  having  an  attorney  at  his 
elbow  to  tell  him  what  the  true  construction  of  the  docu- 
ment 18."  His  Lordship  thought,  p.  512,  that  the  word 
*' false,"  in  connection  with  fraud,  meant  that  which  was 
wilfully  false.  In  Cazenave  v.  The  British  Equitable 
{uj   i  .;.  L.  L\  454. 
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1863.        Assurance  Company  (a)  the  word  ^'  untrue''  was  super- 
FowKu       added  to  "fipaudulenf'  [CoekbumCJ.  The  materiality 
HAKCHB8TKB  ^^^^^  mattcrs  inquired  into  may  affect  the  question  of  the 
LoHDOH       ^^^^^  o{  the  answer^  as  if  the  assured  was  asked  the  age 
Aflsuranco     of  his  father,  and  he  answered  that  he  was  forty  years 
old  when  he  was  forty  years  and  four  months.     Black- 
bum  J.   An  answer  substantially,  though  not  accurately, 
correct  would  be  true.] 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment 
ought  to  be  for  the  plaintiffs. 

In  the  first  place  we  have  to  see  what  is  the  effect  of 
the  declaration  which  the  parties  have  agreed  should  be 
the  basis  of  the  contract  The  declaration  is  that  the 
particulars  given  in  answer  to  the  questions  propounded 
by  the  Company  "  are  correct  and  true  throughout ;" 
that  the  proposal  and  declaration  shall  be  the  basis  of 
the  contract ;  ''  and  if  it  shall  hereafter  appear  that  any 
fraudulent  concealment  or  designedly  untrue  statement 
be  contained  therein,  then  all  the  money  which  shall 
have  been  paid  on  account  of  the  assurance  made  in 
consequence  hereof  shall  be  forfeited,  and  the  policy 
granted  in  respect  of  such  assurance  shall  be  absolutely 
null  and  void.''  It  is  sought,  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, to  construe  this  declluration  in  the  disjunctive,  so 
that,  not  only  if  any  fraudulent  concealment  or  de« 
signedly  untrue  statement  is  contained  in  the  answers  to 
the  questions,  the  policy  is  to  be  void  and  the  premiums 
forfeited,  but  that  if  any  incorrect  or  untrue  statement, 
however  honestly  and  sincerely  made  in  the  belief 
of  its  truth,  occur  in  those  answers,  the  same  conse- 
quences are  to  follow.  The  first  observation  in  answer 
is  that,  upon  that  construction,  the  clause  which  relates 
(a)  6  a  B,  N.  8.  437. 
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to  firauduleDt  concealment  and  designedly  untme  state-        1868. 


ment  is  superfluous  and  unnecessary,  because  it  is  only  Fowkbs 

a  reiteration  in  extenso  of  that  which  is  involved  in  mahchbitkb 

the  former  clause  which  requires  the  particulars  to  be  l^^h 

correct  and  true.     In  construing  an  instrument  pre-  Assurance 

o  *  Association. 

pared  by  the  Company  and  submitted  by  them  to  the 
party  effecting  the  insurance  for  his  signature,  it  ought 
to  be  read  most  strongly  contra  proferentes ;  and  inas- 
much as,  upon  the  construction  contended  for,  the  latter 
clause  is  wholly  unnecessary,  I  think  we  ought  to  con- 
strue that  clause  as  merely  explanatory  of  what  is  meant 
by  the  terms  ''correct^'  and  *'true"  in  the  former  clause. 
A  layman  about  to  effect  an  insurance  would  read  such 
a  document,  when  submitted  to  him  for  his  signature, 
in  the  following  sense  :— ''  I  agree  that  my  answers  to  the 
questions  propounded  to  me  by  the  Company  shall  be  the 
basis  of  the  contract  between  us ;  that  is  to  say,  if  I  am 
guilty  of  any  fraudulent  concealment  or  designedly  untrue 
statement  in  those  answers,  the  policy  shall  be  nuU  and 
void,  and  not  only  that,  but  the  premiums  shall  be  for- 
feited.^'    Then  it  is  said  that,  if  we  turn  from  the 
declaration  to  the  policy,  we  shall  find  that  the  language 
of  the  policy  varies  from  the  declaration ;  and  it  is  argued 
that  the  policy  is  the  true  statement  of  the  contract 
between  the  parties.     But  the  declaration  is  declared  to 
be  as  much  a  part  of  the  policy  as  if  it  had  been  set 
forth  therein ;  and  the  language  of  the  policy  is  that  if 
any  statement  in  the  declaration  is  ''  untrue'^  the  policy 
shall  be  void  and  all  moneys  paid  in  respect  thereof  be 
forfeited.     To  ascertain  the  meaning  of  the  words  "  if 
any  statement  in  the  declaration  is  untrue'^  we  must 
refer  to  the  declaration  itsdf,  which  is  made  the  basis  of 
the  contract ;  and  landing  those  words  with  the  light 
thrown  upon  tliem  by  the  language  in  the  dedaratiooj 
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1863.       I  think  the  true  construction  of  the  language  of  the  de- 

YowKHB      fondants  is,  that  in  order  to  avoid  the  policy  the  statement 

V     HMTEK  "^^**'  ^®  designedly  untrue,  that  is,  untrue  to  the  know- 

and         ledge  of  the  assured.     Then  it  is  said  that  there  is  another 

LONDOH  °  ^ 

Assurance  paragraph  in  the  policy,  which  must  be  read  in  connection 
With  the  preceding, — **or  if  the  assurance  by  the  poucy 
made  should  have  been  effected  by  or  through  any  wilfbl 
misrepresentation,  concealment  or  false  averment  what- 
soever,'' &&  It  appears  to  me  that  either  that  is  a 
reiteration  of  the  language  of  the  declaration,  or,  if  it 
is  more,  we  must  see  how  we  can  construe  it  so  as  to 
reconcile  it  with  the  declaration ;  which  I  think  may  be 
done  by  construing  it  as  referring  to  any  misrepresen- 
tation, concealment  or  false  averment  made  in  the  oonrae 
of  the  negotiations  between  the  party  proposiDg  to  insnre 
and  the  insurers.  The  answers  given  to  the  original 
questions  might  lead  to  further  questions ;  and  if  in 
answer  to  them  there  should  be  wilful  misrepresentation, 
concealment  or  false  averment,  it  would  be  met  by  this 
part  of  the  proviso.  We  may  thus  read  the  declaration 
and  the  proviso  in  the  policy  together  so  as  to  make  one 
consistent  whole. 

In  the  result  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  true  construc- 
tion of  the  policy  and  declaration  is,  that  so  long  as  the 
person  proposing  to  insure  makes  a  statement  honestly, 
which  he  believes  to  be  true,  although  it  may  turn  out 
to  be  incorrect  in  fact,  the  policy  is  not  avoided. 

Crohpton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  policy 
and  the  declaration  are  declared  to  be  one,  as  if  the 
declaration  was  written  out  in  the  policy.  We  must 
therefore  see  what  is  the  construction  to  be  put  on  both 
instruments ;  and  one  assists  in  construing  the  otber. 
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It  is  said  that  the  fulfilment  of  every  stipulation  in  the        1863. 

policy  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  the  assured       fowkes 

to  recover.     But  the  declaration  is  made  the  basis  of  the  j^^jjcBESTKa 

contract :  and  therefore  the  right  construction  of  the       ^  and 

°  ^  London 

declaration  is  the  key  to  the  whole.     It  is  not  unim-     Assurance 

.  .  Association. 

portant  to  observe  that  a  number  of  the  particulars  m  the 
proposal  and  declaration  are  not  material ;  therefore,  we 
must  see  clearly  that  the  parties  intended  to  make  it  a 
condition  that  all  these  things  should  be  true  though 
immaterial.  The  parties  might  have  agreed  that^  if 
any  of  the  particulars  were  imtrue  independently  of  a 
wilful  or  intentional  falsehood  the  policy  should  be 
void.  But  here  the  latter  words  in  the  declaration 
qualify  the  former;  and  it  is  the  same  as  if  it  had  been 
agreed  that  the  proposal  and  declaration  should  be 
the  basis  of  the  contract^  so  that^  if  the  person 
proposing  to  insure  told  a  wilful  untruth^  it  should 
vitiate  the  policy ;  then  the  consequences  are  stated  in 
these  words^  ''  all  the  money  which  shall  have  been  paid 
on  account  of  the  assurance  made  in  consequence  hereof 
shall  be  forfeited.'^  If  it  had  stopped  there  I  should 
have  thought  that  the  parties  were  looking  to  the  cases 
in  which  fraud  or  no  fraud  makes  a  difference  as  to  the 
return  of  the  premiums ;  but  it  goes  on,  '*  and  the  policy 
granted  in  respect  of  such  assurance  shall  be  absolutely 
null  and  void ;'' — that  is,  the  assured  is  made  to  agree 
that^  if  he  makes  a  designedly  untrue  statement,  the 
policy  shall  be  void;  and  this  clause  would  mislead 
if  the  policy  were  construed  to  be  void  by  reason  of  a 
statement  not  designedly  untrue.  It  is  said  that  the 
declaration  is  governed  by  the  policy ;  but  I  doubt  that ; 
because  the  declaration  is  made  the  basis  of  the  contract. 
I  also  think  that  the  declaration  and  the  policy  may 
be  read  together  without  contradicting  each  other.    The 
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1868.       proviso  in  the  policy^  that  if  any  Btatement  in  the  dedfl- 

FowKEs      ration  be  untrue,  the  policy  shall  be  void,  I  think 

MAHCH1E8TER  ™®^^>^  uutrue  in  the  sense  in  which  it  i9  used  in  the 

Lo^DOH       document  which  is  made  the  basis  of  the  contract,  that 

Assurance     is  "designedly  untrue."    The  proviso  goes  on,  "or if 

the  assurance    .     .     .     should  have  been  effected  bj 

or  through  any  wilful  misrepresentation,  concealment 

or  false  averment  whatsoever,*'  and  then  provides  for  a 

number  of  other  events  happening.     There  might  be 

other  matters  misrepresented  or  concealed,  and  imtrae 

answers  to  other  questions  besides  those  in  the  proposal 

and  declaration,  which  would  vitiate  the  policy.    That  is 

the  reason  for   those  general  words ; — the  Company 

carefdlly  avoid  limiting  the  '*  wilful  misrepresentation, 

concealment  or  false  averment"  to  the  particolars  in 

the  proposal  and  declaration." 

I  think,  therefore,  the  policy  means  that  if  any  state- 
ment in  the  declaration  was  "untrue"  in  the  sense 
used  in  that  declaration,  or  if  the  insurance  should  have 
been  effected  by  or  through  any  wilful  misrepresenta- 
tion, concealment  or  false  averment  of  any  matter  dehors 
the  declaration,  the  policy  should  be  void.  In  this  way 
the  word  '^  untrue''  has  the  same  sense  in  the  policy  and 
the  declaration,  and  the  latter  part  of  the  proviso  goes 
farther  than  the  declaration. 

Blackburn  J.  I  also  have  come  to  the  conda- 
siou  that  the  plaintiff  are  entitled  to  our  judgment; 
although  I  was  much  impressed  with  the  way  in  which 
the  case  was  put  by  Mr.  Hellish,  In  policies  of  in- 
surance there  is  a  distinction  between  cases  in  which 
the  assured  is  prevented  from  recovering,  and  those  in 
which  the  Company  are  to  restore  the  premiums.  When 
there  is  a  warranty  or  a  contract  between  the  parties 
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that  certain  particulars  are  true^  there^  unless  the  compli- 
ance with  the  warranty  is  absolutely  and  faithfully  accurate^ 
or  if  there  be  a  fraudulent  misrepresentation  or  conceal- 
ment of  a  material  fact,  (in  marine  policies  it  is  immaterial 
whether  the  misrepresentation  or  concealment  be  fraudu- 
lent or  not)^  the  policy  is  void ;  and  then  the  premiums 
could  be  recovered  back.     But  in  life  policies  there  is 
generally  a  stipulation  that  the  premiums  shall  not  be 
recoyered  back^  but  shall  be  forfeited ;  and   then   the 
question  is  one  of  construction  of  the  policy.      The 
present  is  a  case  of  that  kind.    The  proviso  in  the  policy^ 
which  says  that  the  declaration  shall  be  considered  as 
much  a  part  of  the  policy  as  if  it  had  been  set  forth- 
therein^  is  that^  if  any  statement  in  the  declaration  is 
untrue  &c.^  or  if  any  one  of  certain  other  specified  things 
happen^  the  policy  shall  be  void^  and  all  moneys  paid  in 
respect  thereof  shall  be  forfeited.    The  question  is,  what 
is  the  meaning  of  the  word  *' untrue"?     Prima  facie  it 
means  'inaccurate/'  not  necessarily  implying  anything 
wilfully  false.      The   question   is,  whether  it  is  to  be 
taken  in  that  sense  ;  and  that  sends   us  back  to  the 
declaration  which  is  embodied  in  the  policy.     There  are 
rules  of  construction  which,  though  they  may  be  cited 
on  both  sides,  furnish  several  principles  for  our  guidance  ; 
and  one  of  those  rules  is,  that  in  all  deeds  and  instruments 
the  language  used  by  one  party  is  to  be  construed  in  the 
sense  in  which  it  would  be  reasonably  understood  by  the 
other,    tf  there  is  any  ambiguous  phrase,  another  rule 
of  construction,  which  was  also  known  to  the  Civil  law, 
applies,  "  Verba  chartarum  fortius  accipiuntur  contra 
proferentem."  And  if  the  party  who  proflfers  an  instrument 
uses  ambiguous  words  in  the  hope  that  the  other  side  will 
understand  them  in  a  particular  sense,  and  that  the  Court 
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1863.        which  has  to  coustrae  the  instrument  will  give  them  a 

FowKEs       different  sense^  the  above  rules  apply,  and  they  ought  to 

w  „  J; be  construed  in  that  sense  in  which  a  prudent  and  rea- 

MANCI1R8TBR  -*- 

and  sonable  man  on  the  other  side  would  understand  them. 

London 
Assurance      Here  we  find  in  the  declaration  attached  to  the  poKcy 

Association.  , 

these   words:    ''I   do  hereby  declare  that  the  above 
written  particulars  are  correct  and  true  throughout:'' 
that  is  a   declaration  that  those  particulars  are  true. 
"  And  I  do  hereby  agree  that  this  proposal  and  de- 
claration shall  be  the  basis  of  the  contract  between 
me  and    The  Manchester  and  London   Ufe  Asmrance 
Association ;''   that  makes  the  declaration  a  warranty. 
Then  it  goes  on,     "  And  if  it  shall  hereafter  appear  that 
any  fraudulent  concealment  or  designedly  untrue  state- 
ment be  contained  therein,"  the  money  paid  shaU  be  for- 
feited and  the  policy  be  void.     I  think  a  common  person 
reading  this  declaration  would  read  ''and"  at  the  bo- 
ning of  the  last  clause  as  pointing  out  the  consequence 
of  an  untrue  statement,  just  as  if  it  had  begun  ''so  that 
if  it  shall  hereafter  appear  &c."  the  policy  shall  be  void. 
I  think  another  ordinary  rule  applies,  "  expressio  nnius 
est  exclusio  alterius,"  or  as  it  is  also  worded, "  expressum 
facit  cessare  tacitum."    The  express  mention  of  frau- 
dulent concealment  art  d  designedly  untrue  statement 
fairly  lead  to  the   construction   that   the  declaration 
parts  with  the  implied  tacit  agreement  that  any  untrue 
particulars  should  vitiate  the  policy,  and  that  it  means 
that,  if  there  were  a  designedly  untrue  statement,  the 
policy  should  be  void,  and  not  otherwise.    And  when 
we  bring  the  declaration  so  understood  into  the  policy, 
we  must  construe  the  word  "untrue"  in  the  policy  in 
the  same  sense  as  in  the  declaration.     I  do  not  agree 
with  the  ingenious  argument  of  Mr.  Mellish,  that  because 
the  declaration  was  signed  first  it  became  the  contract 
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between  the  parties^  and  that  the  policy  may  have  a  1863. 

different  meaning  from  the  declaration^  and  go  farther  fowkes 

than  it  does.     That  would  give  insurance  Companies  the  ji^hchestbe 

power  of  cheating  persons.     The  proviso  and  the  decla-  lo^^h 

ration  must  be  read  together,  and  then  the  effect  of  the  Assurance 

^  Association. 

declaration  is  to  limit  the  word  "  untrue''  to  the  sense 
''wilfully  false." 

Mellor  J.  I  confess  that,  at  one  time,  I  thought 
that  the  policy  would  be  vitiated  by  an  untruth  in  the 
particulars  required  by  the  Company,  though  it  would 
require  a  designedly  untrue  statement  in  them  to  create 
a  forfeiture  of  the  premiums.  But,  upon  full  considera- 
tion, I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  policy  is  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs.  The 
proviso  avoids  the  policy  and  declares  the  premiums  for- 
feited on  the  happeniug  of  any  of  these  three  different 
matters:  first,  if  any  statement  in  the  declaration  is 
untrue;  secondly,  if  the  assurance  has  been  effected 
through  any  wilful  misrepresentation,  concealment  or 
false  averment;  thirdly,  in  c&se  the  assured  shall  go 
to  any  place  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  except  &c. 
And  when  we  come  to  read  the  declaration  and  the 
policy  together,  and  inquire  what  is  the  meaning  of 
the  word  "untrue,''  we  find  that  the  proviso  for  avoiding 
the  policy,  on  the  happening  of  these  matters,  itself 
refers  to  and  incorporates  the  declaration  as  the  basis 
of  the  contract  between  the  parties  :  and,  as  my  brother 
Blackburn  said,  the  declaration  would  mislead  a  person 
unless  the  policy  is  construed  to  mean  that  the  untrue 
statement  which  is  to  vitiate  it  and  cause  a  forfeiture  of 
the  premiums  must  be  a  designedly  untrue  statement ; 
because,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  declaration,  those  are 
3  p  2 
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the  consequences  which  are  to  follow  npon  a  fraodnleBt 
concealment  or  designedly  untrue  statement    The  dis- 
llANCHEWBa  *^°*^^^  between  the  policy  and  the  declaration  which 
and         was  suggested  by  Mr.  Mellish,  and  with  which  I  was  af 

Assurance     first  impressed^  does  not  in  reality  exist ;  and  therefore 

Association. 

I  agree  with  my  Lord  and  my  brothers  that  our  judg- 
ment should  be  given  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff 


May  6th. 


Contempt  of 

Court. 

Interpleader, 


Cooper  against  Asprey. 

SherifTs  officers  went  to  the  house  of  a  party  to  execute  a  writ  of  fieri 
facias,  and  took  possession  of  his  coods.  An  auctioneer  and  others 
claimed  them  under  a  bill  of  sale,  and  proceeded  to  sell  them,  notwith- 
standing the  resistance  of  the  officers,  whom  they  treated  with  conM- 
derable  violence ;  whereupon  the  sheriff  took  out  an  interpleader  sommoDS, 
and  sorred  it.  They  disregarded  this,  and  completed  the  sale  and  re- 
moved the  goods :  held,  a  contempt  of  Court,  both  at  common  law  and 
under  the  Interpleader  Act,  1  &  2  fT.  4.  c.  58. 

n^HIS  was  a  rule  calling  on  Stephen  James  Green  and 
others  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  attachment 
should  not  issue  against  them  for  contempt  in  obstruct- 
ing the  sheriff  of  Middlesex  in  the  execution  of  his  duty 
under  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  in  this  cause,  and  forciblj 
removing  and  causing  to  be  removed  out  of  the  custody 
of  the  sheriff  goods  seized  by  him  in  the  execution  of 
his  dutjv 

On  the  18th  April,  1868,  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  at  the 
suit  of  the  plaintiff  was  sued  out  against  the  goods  of 
the  defendant,  and  a  warrant  to  execute  it  issued  by 
the  sheriff.  The  sheriff's  ofiScers  came  to  the  house  of 
the  defendant  to  execute  the  warrant,  seized  the  goods, 
and  left  a  man  in  possession  that  night.  Green^  who 
was  an  auctioneer,  and  the  other  parties  to  this  rule, 
were  found  in  the  house,  who  claimed  the  goods  under 
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a  bill  of  sale  from  the  defendant,  and  sold  them  iiie  next        is68. 
day,  notwithstanding  the  resistance  of  the  officers,  whom       (jqopeb 
they  treated  with   considerable  violence.     The   sheriff      j^^l'^^, 
obtained  an  interpleader  summons,  which  was  served  on 
the  parties  while  the  sale  was  going  on,  but  they  dis- 
regarded the  summons,  and  had  the  goods  removed  the 
same  day.     They,  however,   afterwards  attended  the 
hearing  of  the  summons,  and  declared  their  readiness 
to  obey  the  order  of  the  Court. 

Day  shewed  cause. — In  resisting  the  sheriff's  officers 
these  parties  only  exercised  a  legal  right.  Every  man's 
house  is  as  his  castle,  Semayne^s  Case  (a) ;  and  he  has  a 
right  to  resist  the  seizure  of  his  goods  by  any  person, 
be  he  sheriff  or  other,  unless  he  shews  some  lawful  autho- 
rity to  seize  those  particular  goods.  Here  the  goods, 
having  passed  by  the  bill  of  sale,  were  no  longer  the 
goods  of  the  defendant,  against  whom  the  writ  of  fieri 
&cias  was  issued.  An  interpleader  summons  having  been 
taken  out  makes  no  difference.  Day  v.  Carr  (A)  is  an 
authority  in  point.  There  a  bailiff  seized  under  a  fieri 
facias  goods  of  the  defendant  at  his  premises.  He  found 
the  property  was  advertised  for  sale  on  the  following 
morning  by  A.,  whereupon  the  bailiff  informed  A.^s  ser- 
vants of  the  seizure,  and  left  men  in  possession.  A, 
then  served  the  bailiff  with  notice  that  the  goods  were 
his,  and  required  the  sheriff  to  withdraw  from  pos- 
session. The  sheriff  obtained  an  interpleader  summons, 
which  was  served  on  A.  the  next  morning,  who  on 
the  same  day  proceeded  with  the  sale  and  removed 
the  property,  notwithstanding  the  opposition  of  the 
officers  in  possession.     It  appearing  that  the  property 

(a)  6  Co.  91  a.  h..  (h)  7  Kxrh  SS3. 
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1863.  seized  had  been  aasigned  by  way  of  mortgage  to  A,,  as 
CooPEs  a  security  for  money  lent,  with  power  of  sale  in  caae  of 
AspRBT.  default,  and  that  he  had  taken  possession  acoordingty, 
the  Court  refused  to  issue  an  attachment  against  hiin  for 
rescuing  and  carrying  away  the  goods.  Besides,  the 
parties  here  attended  on  the  interpleader  summons  and 
declared  their  willingness  to  obey  the  order  of  the  Court. 

Quain,  who  appeared  to  support  the  rule,  was  not 
called  on. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  This  rule  should  be  made  ah6olQt& 
Independently  of  the  &ct  of  an  interpleader  summona 
having  been  issued,  the  resistance  offered  to  the  sheriff's 
officers  amounted  to  a  contempt  of  Court.  We  are  not 
called  on  to  determine  whether  those  goods  belonged  to 
A.  or  to  A,  we  have  only  to  see  that,  in  the  seizure  of 
them,  the  sheriff  was  acting  bonS  fide.  Under  circum- 
stances like  the  present,  goods  in  the  possession  of  the 
sheriff  are  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and  any  person 
taking  them  with  a  strong  hand  out  of  his  possession  is 
guilty  of  a  contempt  of  Court.  And  this  applies  even 
more  emphatically  to  cases  where  an  interpleader  sum- 
mons has  been  taken  out  by  the  sheriff  with  a  view  of 
having  the  question  in  dispute  properly  determined. 

The  case  of  Day  v.  Carr  (a)  has  been  relied  on  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  rule,  and  seems  in  point  However  much  I 
may  regret  that  this  Court  should  differ  from  a  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  I  am  bound  to  say  that  I  cannot 
assent  to  the  doctrine  there  laid  down.  I  consider  it  our 
bounden  duty  to  protect  our  officer  when,  in  the  bonS  fide 

(a)  7  Exch,  883. 
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execution  of  our  process^  he  encounters  resistance  and       186:3. 
violence.  coopee 

The  rule  must  therefore  be  made  absolute,  but  it  may      AspitET. 
remain  in  the  office  for  a  time,  to  afford  the  parties  an 
opportunity  of  bringing  into  Court  the  money  in  their 
hands  which  has  been  realised  by  the  sale  of  the  goods. 

Cbompton  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     Had  it 
not  been  for  Day  y.  Carr  {a),  I  should  have  had  a  strong 
opinion  in  accordance  with  that  of  my  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice.    I  do  not  see  why  the  sheriff  should  not  be  in  the 
same  position  as    a   messenger  in  bankruptcy,  whose 
authority  is  dependent  on  the  validity  of  the  proceedings. 
In  Ex  parte  Page  {b)  Lord  Eldon  is  express  on  this  sub- 
ject:— "This  is  a  warrant  to  enter  the  house,  and  seize 
the  effects,  of  the  bankrupt;  and,  supposing  it  to  be  my 
order,  the  person,  executing  it,  is  to  seize  the  property  of 
the  bankrupt,  not  of  any  other  person ;  and  is  to  do 
that  at  his  own  hazard :  yet  Lord  Hardwkke  laid  down 
what  has  been  acted  upon  ever  since,  that,  if  the  person, 
executing  the  process,  enters  a  house,  and  seizes  pro- 
perty, not  belonging  to  the  bankrupt,  making  that 
entry  and  seizure  under  colour  and  by  virtue  of  that 
authority,  he  cannot   brevi  manu  be   turned  out"     I 
always   thought,    even    before   the    Interpleader    Act, 
1  &  2    fF.  4.  c.  58.,   that   goods  in  the   custody   of 
the  sheriff  were  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and,  inde- 
pendently of  that  statute,  it  is  right  in  us  to  uphold 
our  own  authority.    The  persons  now  before  us  make  a 
claim  to  these  goods.  The  sheriff  takes  out  an  interpleader 
summons  to  bring  the  parties  before  a  Judge  and  make 
them  interplead,  if  necessary.     The  execution  creditor 
has  then  the  power  of  interpleading,  and  is  -entitled  to 
(a)  7Exch,  883.  (A)  17  Ves,  59,  61. 
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have  the  goods  sold,  or  8ecarit7  given  for  them;  and  it 
CooPBE  appears  to  me  that,  if  either  of  the  parties  intentionally 
AspMT.  ^akes  those  goods  out  of  the  hands  of  the  ofiBcere,  it  is 
obstructing  the  process  of  the  Court  and  the  law  wbich 
the  Legislature  has  directed  them  to  administer,  and 
that  the  opposite  party  ought  to  be  put  in  the  same  aita- 
atiou  as  if  no  such  thing  had  been  done.  The  writ  may 
remain  in  the  office,  but  not  long,  for  the  goods  may  be 
made  away  with  in  the  meantime. 

Blackbubn  J.  Had  it  not  been  for  the  case  of  Day 
V.  Carr  (a),  I  should  at  once  have  thought  the  oflfcen 
entitled  to  the  protection  they  seek.  I  am  clear  that, 
on  this  interpleader  process,  there  was  a  complete  con- 
tempt. The  Interpleader  Act,  1  §•  2  fF.  4.  6.  58.,  says 
that  when  goods  taken  in  execution  are  claimed,  the 
Co  urtmay  bring  the  execution  creditor  and  the  claimant 
before  them,  and  protect  the  sheriff  against  both,  and 
may  decide  that  the  goods  be  delivered  to  either  party. 
Jn  order  to  exercise  this  jurisdiction  it  is  necessary  that 
the  Court  should  have  control  over  the  fund.  Suppose 
it  were  ultimately  determined  that  the  claimant  had  no 
right  to  the  goods,  and  therefore  that  the  money  realised 
by  the  sale  of  them  should  be  paid  to  the  execution  cre- 
ditor ;  here  the  claimant  has  carried  off  the  goods  after 
an  interpleader  summons  had  been  aerved  on  him  to 
state  and  support  his  claim,  and  abide  the  order  of  the 
Court.  If  such  an  interference  with  the  execution  of 
its  process  is  not  a  contempt  of  Court,  I  know  not  what  w. 

As  to  Day  v.  Carr  (a),  I  do  not  clearly  see  on  what 
ground  the  Court  of  Exchequer  proceeded;  but  they 
seem  to  have  considered  that  the  goods  were  no  longer 

(a)  7  Exch,  883. 
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in   the  hands  of  the  sheriff.      On  the  facts  I  should        1863. 
have  thought  the  party  had  committed  a  gross  contempt       coopeb 
of  the  Conrt ;  but  all  the  Judges  are  reported  to  say      arpIbt 
that  they  must  deal  with  the  case  as  if  the  Interpleader 
Act  had  not  passed.     There  may  have  been  something 
in  that  caae,  which  the  reporter  has  omitted^  to  shew 
that  the  Interpleader  Act  had  no  bearing  upon  it. 

Mellob  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  cannot 
imderstand  on  what  ground  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
proceeded  in  Day  v.  Corrr  (a).  But  we  cannot  tolerate 
that  persons  who  claim  goods  seized  in  execution  under 
a  fieri  facias^  shall  be  at  liberty  to  say  "I  wiU  carry 
them  off  under  a  bill  of  sale/' — it  is  a  thing  which 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  take  place  in  a  civilised  com- 
munity. 

The  other  circumstance^  namely,  that  an  interpleader 
summons  had  been  issued  before  the  sale^  renders  their 
conduct  a  fortiori  a  contempt.  For  the  goods  having 
been  seized,  process  of  the  Court  invoked^  and  its 
protection  claimed  by  the  sheriff,  it  is  a  vague  thing  in 
these  parties  to  say  '*  We  yield  to  the  authority  of  the 
Court''     Theirs  is  a  strange  way  of  yielding. 

Q;uaxn  mentioned  that  in  a  case  of  Lester  v.  Fletcher, 
in  which  Lu»h  and  Field  were  counsel,  the  Court  of 
Common  Fleas  disapproved  of  Day  v.  Carr  (a).  He 
also  referred  to  The  Common  Law  Frocedure  Act,  1860, 
23  &  24  Kic^c.  126.5.16. 

Rule  absolute.     The  writ  to  lie  in 
the  office  until  the  15  th  May. 

(a)  7  Exch.  883. 
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S^' sT.  Lanyon  against  Smith. 

Mining  Com-         1.  In  an  action  against  a  sbareholdep  in  a  Companj  working  a  mine 

^**y-  on  the  cost  book  system  for  goods  supplied  to  the  Company,  it  appeared 

Cost  hook  that  after  the  defendant  had  parted  with  his  shares  in  it,  the  remaining 

^stem.  members  of  the  Cbmpany  caused  it  to  be  registered  under  the  Joint 

Winding  up  Stock  Companies  Act,  21  it  22  Vict.  r.  60.,  and  an  order  was  made  by 

Company.  the  Court  of  the  Vice  Warden  of  the  Stannaries  to  wind  up  the  Com- 

Conlributory,  pany,  and  stay  all  actions  by  creditors  against  it,  and  a  list  of  oontributo- 

Joint  Stock  ries  was  drawn  up,  in  which  the  name  of  the  defendant  was  included. 

Compamu  On  an  application  to  stay  the  action :  held,  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right 

ActJt,  18o6,  to  proceed,  and  that  the  Court  of  the  Vice  Warden  had  no  power  to 

1  o^^' on^-  ™*^®  *^**  order,  as  the  defendant  was  not  a  member  of  the  registered 

19  &  20  Vict  Company,  and  the  debt  sued  for  was  not  a  debt  of  that  Companj. 
c.  47,  20  #  21       2.  Qiuere,  per  Blackburn  J.,  if  instead  of  the  Company  haTing  been 

Vict.  c.  14.,  registered  under  stat.  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  60.,  it  had  been  registered 

21  #  22  Vict  under  stats.  19  &  20  Vict  c,  47..  20  &  21  Vict  e,  14.  ? 
c.  60. 
Vice  Warden 

of  Stannaries    'T'HIS  action,  commenced  on  the  9th  Marck^  1863, 
Staging  pro-  was  brought  against  the  defendant,  as  shareholder 

in  The  New  Wheal  Vor  Adventurers' Company  to  recover 
518/.  0^.  2cf.,  the  balance  due  on  goods  supplied  to  that 
Company  by  the  plaintiff,  trading  as  The  Cornish 
Cartridge  Company, 

In  Marchy  1857,  the  defendant  became  a  shareholder 
in  the  Company  in  question,  being  a  Company  carried  on 
upon  the  cost  book  principle,  and  the  goods  in  respect 
of  ivhich  the  action  was  brought  were  supplied  to  it 
between  January  22d,  1859,  and  November  22d,  1861. 
Previous  to  October,  1861,  the  defendant  disposed  abso- 
lutely of  his  shares.  On  the  5th  November,  1861,  the 
Company,  then  consisting  of  more  than  seven  mem- 
bers, caused  it  to  be  registered  under  The  Joint  Stock 
Companies  Acts,  1856,  1857  and  1858,  19  &  20  Vict, 
c.  47.,  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  14,  and  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  60., 
for  the  purpose,  as  was  suggested,  of  its  being  wound 
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up;  and  by  an  order  of  the  Court  of  the  Vice  W^arden        1863. 
of  the  Stannaries  of  Cornwall  of  the  8th  April,  1862,       Lamton 
it  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up,  and  all  suits  or  ac-        Smith. 
tions  by  creditors   against  it   stayed.     A  list  of  con- 
tributories  was  drawn  up  by  the  official  liquidator  of 
that  Court,  on  which  the  name  of  the  defendant  was 
placed  on  the  9th  ApriU  1862;   but  the  winding  up 
proceeded,  and  the  list  remained  open  for  correction. 

Under  these  circumstances,  Mellar  J.,  on  the  appli- 
cation of  the  defendant,  made,  on  the  17th  Aprils  1868, 
an  order,  under  stat  21  &  22  Vict  c.  60.  s.  6.,  to  stay 
proceedings  in  the  action. 

Karslahe  moved  for  a  rule  to  rescind  the  order. — 
The  defendant  is  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  cost  book 
Company,  but  never  having  been  a  shareholder  in  the 
registered  Company,  he  is  not  liable  for  its  debts.  The 
order  of  the  Stannaries  Court  was  only  to  wind  up  the 
registered,  not  the  cost  book.  Company.  [He  cited  In 
re  The  Welsh  Potosi  Mining  Company,  Ex  parte  Loft- 
house  {a),  and  The  Same  Case,  Ex  parte  Birch  (4),  before 
the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Lords  Justices,  decided  on 
19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47. ;  and  In  re  The  Welsh  Potosi  Mining 
Company  (c),  before  Kindersley  V.  C] 

Montague  Smith  and  A.  Rogers  shewed  cause  in  the 
first  instance. — The  defendant  cannot  be  sued  for  this 
debt.  He  is  proceeded  against  as  member  of  a  Company 
which  is  being  wound  up  under  stat.  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  60., 
amending  and  extending  the  previous  stats.  19  &  20  Vict.  . 
«•  47.,  and  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  14.,  for  a  debt  due  to  the  Corn- 
er) 2DeG.i  Jone9>  69.  (*)  2DeG,^  Jones,  10. 
(<?)  27  L.  J.  Chanc.  311 ;  4  Jur,  N.  8.  577. 
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1863.        pany*  Hib  name  has  been  put  on  the  list  of  contributoriet 
l^j^^^Q^      to  that  Company,  under  stat  19  &  20  FicL  c.  47.  #.  65.,  by 
^^  the  Court  of  the  Vice  Warden,  which  had  competent  juris- 

diction for  the  purpose.  [Blackburn  J.  The  defendant 
was  not  one  of  the  seven  persons  by  whom  the  Com- 
pany was  registered.  How  then  do  you  make  him  out 
a  member  of  it?]  Stat.  20  &  21  Vict,  c  14.  <.  29. 
enacts,  "  Every  Company  consisting  of  seven  or  more 
shareholders,  having  a  capital  of  fixed  amount,  divided 
into  shares,  also  of  fixed  amount,  duly  constituted  by 
law  prior  to  the  passing  of  this  Act,  and  not  bdng  a 
Company  hereby  required  to  be  registered,  may  at  any 
time  hereafter,  upon  compliance  with  the  provisions  of 
The  Joint  Stock  Companies  Acts,  1856,  1857,  register 
itself  as  a  Company  under  such  Acts,  &c.''  [Blackburn  J. 
The  defendant  not  having  been  a  member  of  the  Company 
at  the  time  of  r^istration  had  no  power  to  assent  to  it.] 
Having  been  once  member  he  had  no  power  to  dissent; 
19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47.  s.  62.  The  creditors  of  a  Company 
working  a  mine  have  a  lien  upon  it,  which  would  be  lost 
if  registration  were  to  make  the  Company  a  new  one. 
Stats.  11  &  12  FicL  c.  45.  and  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  108.  support 
the  defendant's  case.  [Blackburn  J.  In  the  note  {c)  to 
the  2d  ed.  of  Chitty's  Statutes,  by  Welsby  ^  Beavan,  voL  1, 
p.  680,  it  is  said,  '^A  mining  Company  on  the  'cost 
book'  system,  formed  before  the  passing  of  thisAcf' 
(11  &  12  Vict.  c.  46.)  ''is  not  within  its  operatiW 
citing  In  re  The  Wheal!  Lavell  Mining  Company^  Ex 
parte  Wyldy  1  Hall  ^  Ttoells,  125,  1  Mac.  %  G.  1.] 
That  was  a  peculiar  case.  [They  cited  Ex  parte  Steven- 
son, In  re  The  Liverpool  Tradesman  s  Loan  Company  {a).'] 
[Crompton  J.  Is  there  any  provision  as  to  how  stat 
(n)  32  L.  J,  Ch,  96. 
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21  &  22   Vict.  c.  60.  «.  &  is  to  be  carried  out?     Cannot        1863. 
this  matter  be  pleaded  ?   It  would  be  far  better  if  it  can.]       lIhtoii 
The  practice  has  been  to  apply  at  Chambers  for  an  order,       smith. 
^hich.  ooly  suspends  the  action.     [Cockbum  C.  J.    The 
objection    to  our  disposing  of  it  on  summary  applica- 
tion is,  that  if  we  are  wrong  there  is  no  appeal  from  our 
decision.] 

Karslake  and  ■/.  C  Matheie,  in  support  of  the  rule, 
urged  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  remedy  against  the 
Company,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to  sue  the  de- 
fendant. [They  referred  to  19  &  20  Vict  c.  47.  sects. 
16.  19.  59—66.  Ill,  clause  3,  and  116,  and  Schedule, 
Table  B. 

CocKBT7BN  C.  J.     We  haTC  considered  this  case,  and 
think   that   the  rule  should  be  made  absolute.     The 
defendant  is  sued  in  respect  of  a  debt  incurred  in  the 
working  of  a  mine  carried  on  upon  the  cost  book  prin- 
ciple, in  which  he  was  a  partner.    This  having  been  a 
common  law  partnership,  the  defendant,  as  one  of  the 
partners,  continues  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  Company, 
although  his  shares  have  been  parted  with,  unless  he  is 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  provision  in  stat.  21  &  22 
Vict  c.  60.  s.  6. ;  whereby  it  is  provided  that  whenever 
a  Company  is  being  wound  up  under  that  statute,  no 
suit,  action,  or  other  legal  proceeding  in  respect  of  a 
debt  of  the  Company  shall  be  brought  against  it,  or  its 
public  officer,  or  any  member  of  it,  except  with  the 
leave  of  the  Court.     The  defendant  claims  the  im- 
munity given  by  this  enactment,  and  that  raises  the 
question  for  our  decision,  —  whether  the  act  of  the 
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1863.  Court  of  the  Vice  Warden  of  the  Stannaries^  which 
£^^^,^^^^^1  has  made  him  contributory  to  this  registered  Com- 
pany (the  original  cost  book  Company  having  been 
registered  and  so  converted  into  a  Company  capable  of 
being  wound  up)^  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that 
tribunal 

Now^  the  provision  in  the  statute  in  question  has 
reference  to  a  person  sued  as  being  a  member  of  a 
Company  in  respect  of  a  debt  of  the  Company.  The 
question  therefore  presents  itself  whether  the  defendant 
was  a  member  of  this  Company,  and  the  debt  a  debt  of 
the  Company.  On  both  points,  not  only  is  the  affirma- 
tive not  made  out,  but  the  negative  is  made  out. 

The  defendant,  having  been  partner  in  the  mine  when 
it  was  conducted  on  the  cost  book  principle,  parted 
with  his  shares  in  it  absolutely.  Subsequently  certain 
persons  who  were  still  interested  in  the  mine  caused 
the  Company  to  be  registered  under  the  Joint  Stock 
Companies  Act,  mainly,  I  think  (although  this  is  not 
material),  in  order  to  have  the  concerns  of  the  mine 
wound  up.  The  Company  thus  registered  consisted  of 
A  certain  number  of.  persons,  of  whom  the  defendant 
was  not  one.  He  had  entirely  parted  with  his  interest 
in  the  mine.  He  was  no  party  to  those  proceedings 
which  are  conditions  precedent  to  the  registration  of  a 
joint  stock  Company,  and  therefore  I  cannot  see  how  in 
any  point  of  view  he  can  be  considered  a  member  of  it. 
Then  the  debt  for  which  he  is  sued  is  a  debt  incurred, 
not  by  a  registered  Company,  but  by  the  Company 
which  existed  previously  to  its  being  converted  into  a 
joint  stock  Company,  and  consequently  the  debt  on 
which  the  action  is  brought  is  not  a  debt  of  the  latter 
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Company.  It  is  true  the  Vice  Warden  of  the  Stannaries  1863. 
Court  has  thought  proper  to  place  the  defendant  on  the  Lanton 
list  of  contributories  to  it,  probably  by  no  means  Smith. 
against  his  wilL  The  defendant  seems  to  have  got 
rid  of  his  shares  when  he  thought  it  for  his  conveni- 
ence, and  when  he  found  he  had  not  got  rid  of 
liability  for  the  debts  of  the  old  Company,  desired 
to  be  put  down  as  contributory  to  the  new  Company, 
in  order  to  get  rid  of  that  liability.  But  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  go  into  this  part  of  the  case.  It  is  enough  to 
say  that  the  defendant  is  not  a  member  of  the  registered 
Company,  and  the  debt  sued  for  is  not  a  debt  of  that 
Company,  and  that  the  Court  of  the  Vice  Warden,  in 
putting  him  down  as  contributory  to  that  Company,  did 
what  was  altogether  beyond  its  power,  and  consequently 
that  the  plaintiff  is  not  deprived  of  his  right  to  sue  the 
defendant.  And  this  construction  is  strongly  confirmed 
by  sect.  116  of  stat.  19  &  20  VicL  c.  47. 

Crompton  J.  I  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion. 
The  defendant  does  not  bring  himself  within  sect.  6  of 
stat  21  &  22  Vict  c.  60.  In  order  to  do  that  he  must 
shew  that  he  is  member  of  the  registered  Company,  and 
he  has  not  done  it.  The  plaintiff  has  a  clear  right  to 
sue  him  and  the  other  members  of  the  cost  book  mining 
Company ;  and,  unless  some  power  has  been  exercised  to 
take  away  that  right,  it  cannot  be  affected  by  what  was 
done  with  the  Company.  The  Court  of  the  Vice  Warden 
has,  it  is  true,  adjudicated  the  defendant  a  shareholder 
in  the  registered  Company,  and  put  him  down  on  the 
list  of  its  contributories.  It  seems,  indeed,  that  the  list 
is  still  open  for  correction,  but,  be  that  as  it  may,  the 
plaintiff  cannot  be  affected  by  the  above  adjudication. 
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1863.       Then  we  have  the  decinon  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  and 
La„t„k    '.  the  Lords  Justices  in  the  case  of  The  WeUh  Potod 

SmIth.  Mimng  Company  (a),  which  is  precisely  in  point,  and 
proceeds,  as  I  understand  it,  on  the  ground  that,  when  a 
member  of  a  cost  book  Company  has  been  rid  of  it  for 
a  certain  time,  if  the  Company  afterwards  comes  in  to 
be  registered,  it  is  the  old  Company  minus  that  party: 
so  that  the  cost  book  Company  here  never  came  in  to 
be  registered  while  the  defendant  was  member  of  it 

The  case  of  Ex  parte  Stevenson  in  re  The  Liverpool 
Tradesman**  Loan  Company  {b)  was  relied  on  by  the  defen  - 
dant^s  counsel.  That  was  the  case  of  a  joint  stock  Com- 
pany, registered  under  one  statute,  which  converted  itself 
into  a  Company  under  another.  There,  however,  the 
whole  body  of  the  original  Company  came  in  for  regis- 
tration, so  that  the  old  and  new  Company  might  be 
considered  as  identical. 

Blackburn  J.  As  at  present  advised,  I  think  the 
defendant's  case  fidls  on  both  the  grounds  which  have 
been  mentioned  by  my  Lord  Chief  Justice.  This  Com- 
pany is  being  wound  up  by  virtue  of  an  order  made 
under  the  recent  statute  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  60.  s.  6.  What 
the  case  might  have  been  if  it  had  arisen  under  the  Joint 
Stock  Companies  Acts,  1866  and  1857,  19  &  20  Vict, 
e.  47.,  20  &  21  Vict  c,  14.,  we  need  not  consider. 

Stat.  19  &  20  Vict,  c  47.,  to  which  the  present 
Act,  21  &  22  Vict.  e.  60.  is  supplemental,  provides 
for  the  winding  up  of  Companies.  The  Companies 
to  which  the  former  refers  are  registered  Companies, 
and  the  mode  of  proceeding  is  given  in  sect.  3, 
as  follows  :     [His  Lordship  read  the  section  ]    Here 

(a)  2DeG.4'  Jtmes,  10  and  69.  (b)  32  X.  J.  Ck,  96. 
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it  appears  that,  on  the  5th  November,  1861,  the  1863. 
then  members  of  the  cost  book  Company,  consisting  of  lahycii 
more  than  seven  persons,  subscribed  the  necessary  smith. 
memorandum,  and  caused  themselves  to  be  registered  as 
and  thereby  became  an  incorporated  Joint  Stock  Com- 
pany. Now. was  the  defendant  a  member  of  that  Com- 
pany,  and  was  the  debt  contracted  a  debt  due  to  that 
Company?  It  seems  not.  A  Company  conducted  on 
the  cost  book  principle  is  but  a  partnership  at  common 
law ;  and  consequently^  when  this  Company  contracted 
debts,  the  defendant,  as  a  member  of  it,  became  liable 
for  them.  When  he  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Company  he  did  not  get  rid  of  the  common  law  liability, 
but  he  did  arrange  that  he  should  not  be  liable  for  any 
future  debts  of  the  Company,  which  was  carrying  on 
business  as  a  Company  not  containing  his  name.  I 
wish  to  point  attention  to  this, — the  surviving  members 
were  carrying  on  a  new  partnership,  and  if  sued  they 
could  not  have  pleaded  in  abatement  the  absence  of  the 
defendant ;  and  any  member  of  it  that  came  in  afterwards 
could  not  be  liable  for  debts  contracted  in  his  time. 

If  this  question  were  now  raised  for  the  first  time  I  t^ ould 
go  through  the  statutes  more  fully.  But  that  is  not  neces- 
sary, for  it  has  been  done  at  very  considerable  length 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor  and  the  Lords  Justices  in  Re  The 
Webh  Potosi  Mining  Company ,  Ex  parte  Lofthouse  (a). 
That  case  is  precisely  in  point,  and,  I  think,  would  be 
binding  upon  us,  being  the  decision  of  a  Court  of  error. 
But  even  without  it  I  should  of  myself  come  to  the 
same  conclusion. 

Mellor  J.     When  this  case  was  before  me  at  Cham- 

(rt)  2DeQ.^  Jones,  69. 
VOL.    III.  3   Q  B.    &   8. 
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1868.  ben,  the  hcts  stated  were  different  firom  those  now 
X^iiYon  before  us.  It  appeared  from  the  affidavit  of  the 
SmIth.  defendant  that  he  was  a  shareholder  in  the  Company, 
and  that  there  was  an  order  of  the  Vice  Warden's 
Conrt  to  wind  it  npu  I  thoi]^t  I  ooght  to  ffft 
credit  to  that  order  as  being  made  in  aooordanoe  with 
the  statute. 

I  am  now  satisfied  that  we  ought  to  disdia^  the 
order.  The  case  does  not  come  within  sect.  6  of 
Stat.  31  &  22  Fid.  c.  60.,  seeing  that  the  defendant  is 
not  a  member  of  the  existing  Company.  Stat.  19  &  20 
Vict  c.  47.  shews  what  is  necessary  to  be  done  by  per- 
sons who  wish  to  bring  themselves  under  it,  L  e.,  they 
must  associate  themselves  together  to  form  a  Company. 
The  debt  here  sued  for  was  contracted  some  time  before 
any  attempt  was  made  to  register  this  Company,  and 
the  defendant  is  therefore  not  liable  to  that  debt,  for 
he  had  got  rid  of  his  shares  in  the  Company.  Look* 
ing  at  sect  19  of  that  statute  it  appears  to  me  that, 
in  order  to  bring  a  person  within  its  operation,  he  most 
either  have  accepted  shares  in  a  Company  registered 
under  the  Act,  or  subscribed  the  original  memorandnm 
of  association. 

Then,  however,  it  may  be  said  sects.  59,  61-8>  65  of 
that  Act  extend  the  liability  of  persons  who  were  mem- 
bers of  a  Joint  Stock  Company  under  it,  and  that  such 
continue  liable  for  three  years  after  they  have  ceased  to 
be  members.  But  looking  at  all  these  sections,  and  the 
definition  of  shareholders  in  sect  65  as  to  who  are  to  be 
contributories,  t.  e.,  "  existing  or  former  shareholders,*'  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  only  persons  who  can  be  made 
contributories  are  shareholders  in  the  registered  Com- 
pany, as  distinguished  from  those  in  the  unregistered 
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one.     Mr.  Smith  and  Mr.  Rogers  ai^e  that  there  was        1863. 
identity  between  the  cost  book  Company  and  the  regis-       lajj^ok 
tered  Company,  and  that  the  defendant  still  remained  a       sJJVh 
shareholder  in  the  latter  to  bring  him  within  this  Act ; 
I  do  not  think  so.     I  think  that,  having  parted  with  his 
shares  and  not  haying  been  a  party  to  the  registration, 
he  remains  liable  as  at  common  law. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(a)  See  also  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  78.,  and  26  &  27  Vict.  c.  118. 


Ex  parte  Johnson.  nursday. 


1.  Stat  7  &  8  Vict,  c,  101.  a.  4.  enacts  that,  "  within  twenty-four  hours  n-^  •      . 
after  the  adjudication  and  making  of  any  order"  in  bastardy,  the  putative  ^^^ 
&ther  may  give  notice  of  appeid  to  the  Quarter  Sessions :  Held,  that  d^J/j* 
this  time  must  be  counted  from  the  oral  a<^udication  of  the  justices       ^^  ^  " 
in    petty  Sessions,  and   not  from  the  time  when  the  formal  order  is  rp-     '  f 
signed  by  them ;  overruling  Eeg,  v.  Tht  Justices  of  FlinUhire,  15  L.  J.  *"";/, 

M,  a  ^;  10  Jur.  475,       ^      ^  .  ''Zti  notice 

2.  QiuBre,  whether  the  formal  order  must  be  signed  by  aU  the  justices  y'^^'"  ^''^^ 
at  the  same  time  ?  ^■- 

3.  Q 
section 


3.  Quare,  whether  a  verbal  notice  of  appeal  is  sufficient  under  this   '  ^.  ^  .' 
ction?  c.  iui.».^ 


A  T  the  Essex  Quarter  Sessions  for  April,  1863,  on 
the  hearing  of  an  appeal  against  a  bastardy  order 
made  under  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101.  s.  S.,  the  appellant 
proceeded  to  prove  his  notice  of  appeal  under  sect  4. 

On  the  17th  February,  the  adjudication  and  order 
were  made  orally  by  the  justices  in  Petty  Sessions. 
An  order  in  conformity  with  it  was  afterwards  drawn  up 
as  of  the  17th  February,  which  on  the  1st  March  was 
signed  by  one  of  the  justices  who  took  part  in  the  ad- 
judication, and  by  the  others  on  the  3rd.  On  the  2nd 
a  written  notice  of  appeal  was  served  on  the  mother,  and 
3  Q  2 
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186B.       on  the  4th  the  recognizances  for  costs  were  entered  into 
£x  parte      hy  the  appellant,  and  notice  thereof  given  to  her. 

On  this  evidence  it  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the 
respondent^  that  the  notice  of  appeal  ought  to  have  been 
given  within  twenty-four  hours  after  the  adjadication 
was  pronounced.  Whereupon  the  appellant  proved  that 
a  verbal  notice  of  appeal  had  been  given  on  the  17th 
February  immediately  after  the  adjudication. 

The  Sessions  held^  upon  the  authority  of  Beg.  v.  The 
Justices  of  Flintshire  {a)y  that  the  order  was  not  made 
on  the  17th  February^  and  that  the  notice  of  appeal  was 
not  good  because  it  had  been  given  before  the  order 
was  signed  by  all  the  justices.  They  therefore  refused  to 
hear  the  appeal 

Pearce  moved  for  a  mandamus  to  the  Sessions  to 
hear  the  appeal^  or  for  a  certiorari  to  quash  the  order 
of  Petty  Sessions  as  irregular.— Stat.  7  &  8  Vict'c.  101. 
*.  4.  enacts^  "  If  withiu  twenty-four  hours  after  the  ad- 
judication  and  making  of  any  order  on  the  putative 
father  &c.  such  putative  father  give  notice  of  appeal  to 
the  mother  of  the  bastard  child,  and  also  within  seren 
days  give  su£Scient  security,  by  recognizance  or  other- 
wisCj  for  the  payment  of  costs,  to  the  satisfaction  of  some 
one  justice  of  the  peace,  it  shall  be  lawftd  for  such 
putative  father  to  appeal  to  the  General  Quarter  Ses- 
sions of  the  peace  to  be  holden  after  the  period  of  four- 
teen days  next  after  the  making  of  the  said  order,  ftc." 
The  verbal  notice  of  appeal  which  was  given  on  the  day  of 
adjudication  is  good  in  itself,  but  is  not  available  because 
the  recognizances  were  not  entered  into  within  seven 
days.  Reg.  v.  The  Justices  of  Flints/are  (a )  shews  that  the 
(a)  15  £.  J,  M.CbO;  10  Jur.  475. 
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twenty- four  hours  allowed  for  notice  of  appeal  must  be  cal-        1863. 
culated  from  the  signing  of  the  order  by  the  justices ;  here      g^  parte 
it  was  signed  by  one  of  them  on  the  1st  March,  and  the      Jo"*^«o5. 
written  notice  of  appeal  given  on  the  2nd^  and  the  recog- 
nizances were  completed  within  seven  days  of  that  date. 
[Cochburn  C.  J.     Must  not  all  the  justices   sign  the 
order  at  the  same  time?   Reg.  v.  The  Justices  of  Flints 
shire  (a)  was  only  the  decision  of  a  single  Judge  sitting 
in  the  Bail  Court.]    That  case  is  an  authority  in  point 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  There  ought  to  be  no  rule.  I  do 
not  at  all  concur  in  the  ground  on  which  the  Sessions 
proceeded,  namely,  the  assumption  that  the  order  was 
not  made  on  the  17th  February,  1863,  The  order  must 
be  considered  as  having  been  made  by  the  justices  at 
the  time  of  their  adjudication;  for  what  is  called  the 
order,  t.  e.  the  written  record  of  adjudication,  is  merely 
the  evidence  of  the  order  which  the  justices  orally  pro- 
nounced, and  although  their  signatures  were  attached 
afterwards,  that  is  to  be  looked  on  as  done  nunc  pro 
tunc  Were  this  otherwise,  it  would  be  impossible  for 
the  opposite  party  ever  to  know  the  precise  period  at 
which  the  order  was  made.  And  although  in  this  case 
the  rule  which  I  have  stated  may  operate  with  great  harsh- 
ness on  the  appellant,  who  thought  the  order  took  effect 
from  the  time  when  the  justices  signed  the  written 
document,  that  is  much  less  likely  to  produce  confusion 
than  if  we  were  to  hold  the  contrary.  This  being  so, 
the  adjudication  and  order  must  be  taken  as  made  on 
the  17th  February,  in  which  case,  although  a  verbal 
notice  was  given  (on  the  sufficiency  of  which  it  is  riot 
necessary  to  pronounce  an  opinion),  yet  unfortunately 
{a)  15  L.  J.  M-  C.  &0;  10  Jur.  475, 
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1868.       the  further  requisitions  of  the  statute  were  postponed 
£x  parte      ^  ^^^  ^^^e  a  period.     That  ousts  the  present  applicant 
JoHNsoir.      Qf  ^  ^pp^  ^  ^g  Quarter  Sessions,  and  they  were 
therefore  right  in  refusing  to  hear  it. 

Neither  do  I  think  that  we  ought  to  inter£sre  in  the 
other  way  suggested,  namely,  by  granting  a  certiorsri 
to  quash  the  order  as  irregularly  signed.  Manyoon- 
Tictions  and  orders  of  justices  are  pronounced  on  one 
day,  and  having  been  drawn  up  in  form  by  the  derk 
from  minutes  made  at  the  time,  are  signed  by  the  jofl- 
tices  at  a  subsequent  period,  nunc  pro  tunc,  and  the 
signed  order  has  reference  back  to  the  day  of  adjudication. 
And  although  the  practice  should  not  be  pursued  or 
encouraged  more  than  is  absolutely  necessary,  we  cannot 
say  that  such  a  course  vitiates  the  proceedings. 

Ckompton  J.  This  question  turns  on  stat.  7  &  8  Viet, 
c.  101.  IT.  4.  It  is  rightly  stated  in  8  Chiity's  Statuta, 
by  WeUby  and  Beavan,  p.  832,  note(c),  2nd  ed. :  "A 
party  may  give  notice  of  appeal  under  this  section  within 
twenty-four  hours  after  the  order  is  verbally  pronounced 
by  the  justices,  although  it  is  not  formally  drawn  up 
and  signed  by  them  till  afterwards/'  There  cannot  be 
ttoo  days  from  which  the  twenty-four  hours  notice  is  to 
nm;  for  the  statute  says  the  notice  must  be  given 
within  twenty-four  hours  from  a  certain  time,  i  e.,  within 
twenty-fomr  hours  after  the  adjudication  and  making  of 
the  order.  This  may  be  put  in  three  ways.  First,  Do  the 
twenty-four  hours  run  from  the  time  of  making  the 
order  ?  Secondly,  Do  they  run  from  the  time  of  signing 
and  sealing  the  order  ?  Thirdly,  Or  do  they  run  from 
the  service  of  the  order?  The  Legislature  could  not 
have  meant  them  to  run  from  a  time  of  which  the 
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appellant  may  know  nothings  i.  e.,  the  time  of  signing.        1863. 
Then  the  Courts  have  sometimes  considered  that  the      ixparte"" 
time  should  count  firom  the  service:  but  the  contrary      •Johnson. 
was  held  in  /fey.  v.  The  Justices  of  Derbyshire  (a).  There 
is  another  reason  why  the  time  here  cannot  count  &om 
the  service^  namely^  because  the  earlier  part  of  the  same 
section  says,  that  the  order  for  adjourning  the  hearing 
at  Petty  Sessions  is  to  be  made  '^  within  forty  days  from 
the  service  of  the  summons.'^    I  think^  therefore^  the 
real  and  convenient  construction  of  this  section  is^  that 
the  time  must  run  fit>m  the  adjudication  which  the  jus- 
tices make  when  sitting  together  in  the  Court  of  Petty 
Sessions.   The  notice  in  this  case  was  therefore  in  proper 
time,  but  the  recognizances  were  not,  and  the  Sessions 
were  right  in  refusing  to  hear  the  appeal. 

I  also  think  that  no  certiorari  to  quash  the  order 
ought  to  issue.  There  are  many  things  in  the  nature  of 
records  which  cannot  be  disputed  or  inquired  into.  In 
the  case  of  convictions  it  is  constantly  the  practice  to  get 
the  conviction  drawn  up  and  signed  by  the  convicting 
magistrates  after  the  Petty  Sessions  are  over,  and  so  long 
as  it  is  signed  in  time  for  the  Quarter  Sessions  it  is  enough. 
This  is  analogous  to  many  things  done  in  our  o?m  Courts : 
for  instance,  the  judgment  on  which  execution  issues  is 
never  drawn  up  at  the  time,  but,  if  required  for  any 
formal  piupose,  is  drawn  up  afterwards  from  minutes. 

I  need  not  enter  into  the  question  whether  the  judicial 
act  here  done  can  be  done  by  different  persons  at  diffe-    • 
rent  times. 

Blackbuen  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     Before 
Stat.  7  &  8  Fict  c.  101.,  the  practice  was  well  esta- 
(a)  7  Q.  B.  193. 
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1863.  blislied  that  formal  orders  of  convictions  were  not  drawn 
£x  parte  np  at  the  time, — a  memorandum  sufficient  to  drsTf 
them  up  was  taken,  and  they  were  drawn  up  at  leisure. 
Paky  on  Convictions,  4th  ed.,  by  Macnamara,  p.  247:— 
"  Indeed  j  it  is  allowed,  that  the  formal  conviction  may  be 
drawn  up  at  any  time  before  the  return  of  the  certiorari, 
although  after  a  commitment,  or  after  the  penalty  has 
been  levied  by  distress,  or  aftier  action  brought  against 
the  magistrate,  or,  as  it  seems,  after  the  conviction  has 
been  returned  to  the  Sessions."  It  is  going  very  &r 
to  draw  up  formal  orders  after  the  conviction  has  been 
acted  on ;  and  is  analogous  to  what  my  brother  Cromp- 
ton  said  of  the  Court  pronouncing  sentence  (of  death 
it  may  be)  where  a  regular  order  is  never  drawn  up  un- 
less required  for  some  formal  purpose.  What  then  does 
stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101.  s.  4.  mean  when  it  says  that 
notice  of  appeal  must  be  given  ''  within  24  hours  after 
the  adjudication  and  making  of  any  order."  The  adju- 
dication in  bastardy  is  made  at  Petty  Sessions,  when  the 
putative  father  and  the  mother  of  the  child  (or  their 
representatives)  are  present,  and  that  therefore  is  the 
convenient  time  fix)m  which  the  time  for  appealing  and 
entering  into  recognisances  should  run.  But  if  the  time 
is  to  run  from  the  formal  drawing  up  of  the  order,  that 
is  a  time  of  which  the  putative  &ther  would  probably 
know  nothing  until  the  twenty-four  hours  elapsed,  and  the 
mother  of  the  child  might  be  out  of  the  way.  If  Ay. 
V.  ITie  Justices  of  Flintshire  (a)  lays  down  a  contrary 
doctrine,  I  think  it  cannot  be  supported. 

Mellob  J.     My  brother  Crompton  having  shewn  not 
only  the  inconveniences  but  the  absolute  absurdity  of 

(a)  15  L.  J.  if.  a  60;  10  Jur.  476. 
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counting  the  time  for  appealing  from  a  time  of  whicli        1863. 
the  party  who  means  to  appeal  may  be  ignorant^  or  from      Ex  part* 
the  service  of  the  order,  I  am  forced  to  the  conclusion      ^onv^v. 
that  it  must  be  counted  from  the  making  of  the  order 
in  Court 

Rule  refused. 


BicHENSy  appellant,  against  Wiggins,  respondeDt.  Scour^, 


1.  The  proTiflion  of  stat  S  G,  4.  c.  126.  m.  28.  82.,  wliich  exempts    7U**npa». 
from  toll  on  tumpike  roads  carriages  employed  onlj  in  carrying  manure,  Manure, 

and  enact  that  toll  shall  not  he  demanded  for  them  **hY  reason  only  Empty  haakgU, 

of  any  basket  or  baskets,  empty  sack  or  sacks,  or  spade,  shoyel,  or  fork   3  tf .  4.  c.  126. 

necessary  for  loading  or  unloading  such  manmw  &c.,  being  in  or  upon   «.  28. 

any  such  carriage  &c.,"  is  not  repealed  by  stat  6  &  6  JfF.  4.  c.  18.  «.  1.,   6  ^  6  FT.  4. 

which  enacts,  that  "  no  toll  shall  be  demanded  or  taken  on  any  tumpike  e,  18.  s.  1. 

road  for  or  in  respect  of  any  horse,  beast,  cattle,  or  carriage,  ymen 

employed  in  carrying  or  conveying  only  dung,  soil,  compost,  or  manure 

for  land,  (saye  and  except  lime,)  and  the  necessary  implements  used  for 

filling  the  manure,  and  the  cloth  that  may  haye  been  used  in  ooyering 

any  hay,  cloyer,  or  straw  which  may  haye  been  conveyed." 

2.  A  person  drove  through  a  tumpike  gate  a  cart  laden  with  garden 
produce,  packed  in  baskets,  paving  the  toll,  and  returned  the  next 
morning  with  the  cart  laden  with  manure  for  land,  on  the  top  of  which 
were  the  baskets  empty :  Held,  that  no  toll  was  demandable  on  acoount 
of  these  baskets  being  on  the  cart. 

T^HE  following  special  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion 

of  this  Court,  under  20  &  21  Vkt.  c.  48.,  hy  the 

magistrate  ot  the  Hammersmith  Metropolitan  Police  Court. 

The  appellant,  Thomas  Richens,  of  Islewarth,  market 
gardener,  summoned  ITiomas  Wiggins^  oi  Hammersmith, 
Tumpike  Gate,  toll  collector,  for  unlawfully  detaining 
a  sack  of  the  appellant. 

One  evening  the  appellant's  servant  drove  through 
the  defendant's  gate  a  cart  laden  with  garden  produce 
packed  in  baskets,  and  paid  the  toll,  and  returned 
the  next  morning  with  the  cart  laden  with  manure 
for  land,  on  the  top  of  which  were  the  baskets  empty. 
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1863.  ^^  defendant  demanded  toll  on  acconnt  of  these  baskets 
BioHSHs  ^^  ®^  *^®  ^5*'*«  The  servant  refused  to  pay,  daim- 
_,  ▼•  ing  to  be  exempt  therefrom ;  whereupon  the  defendant 

seized  and  detained  the  sacL 

The  question  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  toll  was  or  was  not  payable. 

The  case  set  out  stats.  3  6.  4.  c.  126.  ss.  82  and  28, 
and  5  &  6  ff.  4.  c.  18.  «.  1.,  and  proceeded : — 

For  the  appellant  it  was  contended  that,  since  the 
latter  Act  does  not  mention  the  former  Act,  the  pro- 
visions of  the  former  Act  with  respect  to  the  exemption 
of  carriages  conveying  manure  remain  in  force;  but  the 
magistrate  thought  that,  in  order  to  cany  out  the  avowed 
object  of  the  latter  Act,  it  must  be  taken  to  qualify  the 
privilege  of  the  former  Act  so  £»  as  regards  the  con- 
veyance of  articles  in  addition  to  and  with  a  load  of 
manure;  and  he  therefore  decided  that  the  toll  was 
payable,  and  dismissed  the  complaint. 
^If  the  Court  decides  that  the  toll  was  not  payable, 
then  the  defendant  is  either  to  restore  the  sack  to  the 
appellant,  or  to  pay  him  2s.  as  the  value  thereof,  and  is 
also  to  pay  him  2«.  as  costs. 

Lushy  for  the  appellant — The  question  depends  on 
the  effect  of  stats.  8  6.  4  c  126.  s.  28.  and  5  &  6  ^.  4 
c.  18.  $.  1.  The  former,  which  was  passed  to  amend  the 
general  laws  for  regulating  turnpike  roads,  enacts,  ''the 
owner  or  driver  of  any  waggon,  cart,  or  other  carriage 
laden  with  manure  for  land,  or  materials  for  any  turnpike 
road  or  highway,  passing  through  any  turnpike  gate,  or 
otherwise  passing  on  or  across  any  turnpike  road,  shall 
not  be  liable  to  pay  any  toll,  nor  shall  any  toll  be  de- 
manded for  such  carriage  so  laden,  or  the  cattle  drawing 
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the  same,  by  reason  only  of  any  basket  or  baskets^        1863. 
empty  sack  or  sacks,  or  spade,  shovel,  or  fork  necessary      Richshb 
for   loading  or  unloading  such  manure  or  materials,      wioGiirs. 
being  in  or  upon  any  such  waggon,  cart,  or  other  car- 
riage, in  addition  to  such  manure  or  materials,  if  the 
loading  thereof  is  substantially  manure  for  land,  &c.'' 

By  sect.  82,  '^  No  toll  shall  be  demanded  or  taken  &c, 
on  any  turnpike  road,  &e.,  for  any  horse,  beast,  or  other 
cattle  or 'carriage  employed  in  carrying  or  conveying, 
or  having  been  employed  only  in  carrying  or  conveying 
on  the  same  day,  any  dung,  soil,  compost,  or  manure 
(save  and  except  lime)  for  improving  lands,  or  any 
ploughs;  harrows,  or  implements  of  husbandry  (unless 
laden  also  with  some  other  thing  not  hereby  exempted 
from  tolLy  The  latter  Act,  made  "  to  exempt  carriages 
carrying  manure  from  toll,''  after  reciting  that  disputes 
had  arisen  as  to  the  exemption  from  toll  for  horses  or 
carriages  when  employed  in  carrying  or  conveying 
manure  for  improving  land,  enacts  in  sect.  1,  that "  no  toll 
shall  be  demanded  or  taken  on  any  turnpike  road  for 
or  in  respect  of  any  horse,  beast,  cattle,  or  carriage, 
when  employed  in  carrying  or  conveying  only  dung,  soil, 
compost,  or  manure  for  land,  (save  and  except  lime,) 
and  the  necessary  implements  used  for  filling  the 
manure,  and  the  doth  that  may  have  been  used  in 
covering  any  hay,  clover,  or  straw  which  may  have  been 
conveyed.'' 

The  first  of  these  enactments  is  not  repealed 
by  the  second.  Stat  3  G.  4.  c.  126.  s.  28.  exempts 
from  toll  any  load  which  is  substantially  composed 
of  manure,  although  accompanied  by  baskets  or  sacks, 
or  spade,  shovel  or  fork  "necessary  for  loading  or  un- 
loading" it.     These  latter  words  must  be  understood 
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1863.  with  reference  to  "  spade,  shovel  or  fork/'  and  not  as 
KioBuiB  applicable  to  baskets  or  sacks.  Stat.5&6^.4.c.  18.<.  1. 
WiooiHs.  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^®  away  the  exemption,  but  extends  it  to  snj 
necessary  implements  for  that  purpose.  IBhcUntm  J. 
Manure  is  often  carried  in  baskets,  but ''  sacks''  are  ako 
mentioned  in  the  statute.  Are  they  ever  used  for  the  pur- 
pose? Cramptan  J.  Yes,  for  guano :  but  that  was  unknown 
when  the  Act  passed.  Hayes  Seijt,  contra.  Also  bone 
dust]  The  repealed  stat.  18  G.  3.  c.  84.  $.  1.  enacted 
that  the  trustees  of  turnpike  roads  might,  for  the 
receiving  of  tolls,  erect  machines  for  weighing  carts, 
waggons  or  carriages  ''  conveying  of  any  goods  or  mer- 
chandise whatever ;"  and  order  &c.  "  all  and  every  or 
any  such  carriage  or  carriages,  which  shall  pass  loaded 
through  any  such  gate  or  bar,  to  be  weighed,  tc^ther 
with  the  loading  thereof"  And  by  stat.  14  G.  8.  c.  82. 
8,  8.,  also  repealed,  *'  no  waggon,  cart,  or  carriage,  em- 
ployed only  in  husbandry,  or  carrying  only  manure  or 
Ume  for  the  improvement  of  land,  or  hay,  straw,  fodder,  or 
com  unthreshed  (excepting  hay  or  straw  carried  for  sale), 
shall  be  weighed  at  any  weighing  machine  now  erected 
or  hereafter  to  be  erected ;  &c."  In  Chambers  v.  Eaves  {a) 
it  was  held  that  a  waggon  returning  from  London  loaded 
with  dung  was  not  liable  to  be  weighed  and  charged  for 
overweight  under  those  statutes,  by  carrying  home  two 
empty  bottles  and  an  empty  basket,  in  which  the  pro- 
duce of  husbandry  had  been  brought  from  the  country 
the  same  day.  Lord  Ellenborough  there  says,  pp.  394—5, 
"  If  the  waggoner's  frock  were  thrown  over  a  waggon 
loaded  with  manure,  would  that  render  it  liable  to  be 
weighed?  If  not,  it  is  not  every  thing  that  is  carried 
besides  the  manure  which  will  subject  the  owner  of 

(a)  2  Campb.  993. 
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the  waggon  to  the  additional  duty.  *     *    *     Can  the        1868. 
empty  basket  and  bottles  be  considered  goods  and  mer-      Biohbks 
chandize  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament?      wiooms 
I  think  not     Care  must  be  taken  that  the  Act  is  not 
evaded ;  but  if  the  load  substantially  consists  of  manure^ 
and  manure  only,  the  exemption  will  not  be  defeated  by 
an  artide  being  tied  to  the  waggon,  which  cannot  be 
considered  as  goods  and  merchandize,  and  which  cannot 
produce  the  mischief  against  which    the  Legislature 
meant  to  provide.''     [He  was  then  stopped.] 

Hayes  Serjt.,  for  the  respondexit. — The  words  in  stat. 
8  Cr.  4.  c.  126.  i.  28.,  *^  necessary  for  loading  or  unloading 
such  manure  or  materials,''  override  all  that  goes  before, 
and  consequently  refer  to  *'  basket  or  baskets,  empty  sack 
or  sacks."  [BlacKbutii  J.  There  is  this  difficulty  in 
your  way.  Sect.  26  of  stat.  8  G.  4.  c.  126.  enacts,  *'  in 
every  case  in  which,  under  any  Act  or  Acts  of  parliament 
relating  to  any  turnpike  road,  there  is  an  exemption 
from  toll  or  duty  in  respect  of  any  horse,  mule,  ass, 
ox,  waggon,  cart,  or  other  carriage,  drawing  or  carrying 
any  dung,  mould,  marl,  or  compost,  of  any  nature  or  kind 
soever,  for  improving  or  manuring  the  land,  &c.,  such 
exemption  shall  be  deemed  to  extend  in  respect  of  every 
such  waggon,  cart,  or  other  carriage,  and  also  in  respect 
to  the  cattle  drawing  the  same,  going  empty  or  loaded 
only  with  implements  necessary  for  more  convenient 
carriage,  or  loading  or  unloading  such  lading,  or  return- 
ing empty,  or  with  such  implements  as  aforesaid,  having 
been  so  laden,  notwithstanding  the  said  waggon,  cart, 
or  other  carriage  shall,  for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  go  to 
or  return  from  any  parish  or  place  in  which  the  said 
turnpike  does  not  lie."    Here,  though  provision  is  made 
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186a.  for  implements  necessary  for  loading  or  nnloading  tbe 
RioHxxs  manure^  there  is  no  mention  of  baskets  or  sacks.]  Iliat 
WioaxHs.  action  was  meant  to  apply  to  carriages  going  empty  or 
loaded  only  with  the  necessary  implements.  Howerer 
this  may  be^  the  stat.  6  Sc6  fV.  4,  c.  18.  was  passed  to 
define  the  law  and  remove  the  donbts  which  existed 
nnder  the  former  Act  [Blackburn  J.  Not  with  that  object 
alone^  as  appears  from  the  note  (a)  to  2  ChiW/^M  Statutet, 
by  fFelsby  and  Bedvttn,  p.  586, 2nd  ed.,  where  several  other 
Acts  are  referred  to.]  At  all  events  that  Act  drops  the 
doubtful  words  '' baskets''  and  '^  sacks''  used  in  the 
former,  and  narrows  the  liimts  of  exemption  from  toll. 
IBlachbum  J.  Sect.  3  enacts  that  '^it  may  be  lawful 
for  any  lessee  or  contractor  for  tolls  whose  lease  or  con- 
tract shall  not  expire  until  after  the  said  IstJanuary,  1836, 
at  any  time  within  twenty-one  days  after  the  passing  of 
this  Act,  to  give  notice  to  the  derk  or  treasurer  of  such 
turnpike  road  of  his  or  her  intention  to  vacate  such  lease 
or  contract  on  the  said  1st  January,  1836,  upon  which 
day  such  lease  or  contract  shall  expire  aooordinglj." 
This  shews  that  the  Legislature  thought  they  were  cutting 
down  the  toUs  instead  of  narrowing  the  exemption  from 
toE] 

Lushy  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Ck>urt. 

Crompton  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  justice  was 
wrong  in  this  case.  He  puts  the  question  in  two  forms, 
which  come,  however,  to  the  same  thing.  First,  Does 
Stat.  5  &  6  fr.  4.  e.  18.  s.  1.  qualify  stat.  3  G.  4.  c.  126. 
«.'28.?  And  Secondly,  Was  the  toll  taken  herepayaUe? 

The  case  depends,  in  the  first  instance,  on  the  constrao- 
tion  of  stat.  3  G.  4.  c.  126.  $.  28.,  and,  secondly,  on 
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whether  that  section  is  repealed  by  stat  5  &  6  fV.  4.        1868. 
c.  18. 1.  1.     Mr.  Lush  is  right  on  both  points.  Biohms 

On  the  first,  it  is  straining  words  to  contend  that,  wiooma 
when  the  Legislature  say  that  toll  shall  not  be  demanded 
for  a  vehicle  conveying  manure  on  the  ground  that  it 
carries  baskets  or  empty  sacks,  those  words  only 
refer  to  baskets  or  sacks  used  for  loading  or  unloading 
the  manurei  It  would  be  an  extraordinary  thing  to 
charge  a  cart  with  toll  simply  because  it  is  bringing  back 
an  empty  basket  Therefore,  not  only  the  grammatical 
construction,  but  the  common  sense  construction,  of  this 
section  is  that  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Lush.  Besides,  I 
cannot  see  how  empty  baskets  could  be  used  for  the 
purpose  of  loading  or  unloading  manure. 

Then  the  second  Act  does  not  repeal  the  first.  A  statute 
cannot  be  repealed  without  express  words  or  necessary 
implication.  Here  are  no  repealing  words,  and, .  as 
my  brother  Blackburn  has  pointed  out,  the  third  section 
shews  that  the  Legislature  considered  that  the  effect  of  the 
exemption  in  the  first  section  would  be  to  put  the  toll 
contractors  in  a  worse  position  than  before.  Stat  5  &  6 
fF.  4.  c.  1&  s.  I.  enacts  that  ''no  toU  shall  be  demanded 
or  taken  on  any  turnpike  road  for  or  in  respect  of  any 
horse,  beast,  cattle,  or  carriage,  when  employed  in  carry- 
ing or  conveying  only  dung,  soil,  compost,  or  manure 
for  land,  (save  and  except  lime,)  and  the  necessary  imple- 
ments used  for  filling  the  manure,  and  the  doth  that 
may  have  been  used  in  covering  any  hay,  clover,  or  straw, 
which  may  have  been  conveyed.''  The  first  part  of  the 
addition  applies  to  implements  for  filling  the  manure; 
for  the  cloth  used  in  covering  hay,  &c.,  is  not  equivalent 
to  the  empty  baskets  and  sacks  mentioned  in  the  former 
Act,  and  in  any  event  could  not  be  an  implement  for 
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1868.  loading  or  unloading.  These  two  sections  must^  therefore, 
RioHcvs  stand  together,  although  I  do  not  know  whether  the 
WioGiKs      l^^gislature  meant  it. 

Blackburn  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  thedecuion 
of  the  justice  was  wrong.  I  agree  with  my  brother 
Crompton  that  the  question  depends  on  the  constniction 
of  sect.  28  of  3  G.  4^  c.  126.  The  Legislature  ha?ing 
thought  fit  in  sect.  82,  for  a  reason  intelligible  enough, 
namely,  the  encouragement  of  agriculture,  to  exempt 
manure  generally  from  toll,  passed  sect  28,  which  we 
must  construe  with  reference  to  the  ordinary  course  of 
business. 

In  practice,  when  a  person  sends  agricultural  produce 
to  a  town,  that  is  the  most  convenient  time  for  bringing 
back  manure.  But  everybody  knows  that  when  a 
person  sends  ordinary  agricultural  produce,  such  as 
wheat  or  potatoes,  to  a  town,  he  sends  it  in  sacks  or 
baskets,  and  he  has  to  bring  them  back  empty;  and  the 
Legislature  seem  to  have  thought  that  those,  things 
should  have  the  privilege  of  manure  in  being  exempt 
from  toll.  The  argument  of  my  brother  Hayes  is  that 
this  must  be  restricted  to  baskets  necessary  for  loading 
or  unloading  the  manure ;  and  that  empty  sacks  must 
also  mean  empty  sacks  necessary  for  that  purpose.  But 
that  would  make  nonsense  of  Uie  Act.  For  how  can 
empty  sacks  be  used  for  *'  the  loading  and  unloading 
of  manure^'?  Taking  this  to  be  so,  is  that  enact- 
ment repealed?  I  do  not  see  it.  According  to 
its  preamble  the  object  of  stat.  5  &  6  ^  4.  c.  18. 
was  to  put  an  end  to  disputes  relative  to  exemption 
from  toll, — according  to  my  brother  Hayes  it  was  to 
subject  carriages  carrying  manure  to  toll  itom  which 
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they  were  exempt.    Then  looking  at  the  body  of  the        1863. 
Act,  we  shall  see  that  the  Legislature  thought  its  otgect      richims 
was  to  exempt  from  tolls;— it  is  an  affirming,  not  a     Wioaim. 
repealing  enactment     The  Legislature,  in  6  &  6  ^4. 
c.  18.,  were  not  thinking  of  3  (7.  4.  c.  126.  s.  18.  at  all ; 
but  if  they  were,  there  are  no  words  to  shew  that  the 
exemption  in  the  former  Act  was  intended  to  be  taken 
away. 

Mellob  J.  T  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  was  rather 
struck  at  first  with  the  suggestion  of  my  brother  Hayes 
arising  out  of  the  recital  to  stat.  6  &  6  7F.  4.  c.  18.,  and 
also  from  the  expression  in  stat.  3  G.  4.  c.  126.  «.  28., 
that  the  implements  there  spoken  of  must  be  understood 
aB  implements  used  for  loading  or  unloading  manure. 
But,  on  looking  carefully  at  that  section,  I  am  satisfied 
that  my  brothers  are  right  in  the  construction  they  have 
put  upon  it,  and  that  any  other  would  be  a  strained  one. 
Then  there  is  no  real  ground  for  contending  that  the 
second  Act  by  implication  repeals  the  first.  When  we 
look  at  sect  3  of  the  latter  in  connexion  with  the  titie 
of  the  statute  we  shall  see  that  it  was  passed  in  conse- 
quence of  disputes  having  arisen  on  the  meaning  of  other 
statutes  as  well  as  the  3  (7.  4  c.  126. ;  and  that  the 
object  of  the  Legislature  was  to  increase  the  exemptions 
from  toll  rather  than  to  narrow  them. 

Judgment  for  the  appellant 

END   OF  EASTER  TERM. 
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Wbere  an  action  is  brought  upon  a 
judgment  for  a  sum  not  exceeding  20/. 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  pUintifi; 
by  adding  the  costs  to  the  sum  recovered 
by  the  judgment,  to  recover  a  sum  ex- 
ceeding 2o£,  and  so  to  issue  a  capias  and 
defeat  the  object  of  stat.  7  &  8  Viti.  e. 
96.  t.  67.9  the  discretion  of  the  Court 
under  stat.  48  O,  3.  c.  46.  «.  4.  as  to 
granting  costs  to  the  plaintiff  is  not 
taken  awav  by  the  later  statute,  but 
they  will  oe  guided  in  the  exercise 
of  that  discretion  by  its  provisions. 
DidhViMm  T.  Aj^,  840. 

For  nuisance.    See  Nui»taiee^  L  IL  Y. 

Against  Railway  Company.    See  Com" 

Against  shareholders.     See  Comptmif^ 
Joixt  Stocky  and  Minings  L 

Second. 

On  the  trial  of  an  action  for  libel 
in  the  C.  B.,  to  which  a  justification  was 
pleaded,  the  plaintiff'*s  counsel,  after  his 
reply,  elected  to  be  nonsuited.  The 
plaintiff  then  brought  an  action  in  this 
Court  for  the  same  libel,  and  on  the  ISth 
Jamiary  delivered  a  declaration,  which 
was  the  same  as  in  the  first  action.  On 
the  I4th  Jamuary  the  defendant's  costs 
in  the  first  action  were  taxed.  On  the 
2lst  he  obuined  time  to  plead.    On  the 
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AIDING  AND  ABEITING. 


22cl  he  took  out  a  Bnmmons  to  Btay  pro- 
ceed in  (rs  in  the  action  until  the  plaintiff 
had  pnid  the  costs  of  the  first  action  and 
^iven  security  for  the  costs  of  the  second. 
On  the  24th  the  Jud^  indorsed  Uie 
summons  '*  No  order,  without  prejudice 
to  anj  application  to  the  Court.  On 
the  80th  a  rule  in  similar  terms  was 
obtained  and  seryed  upon  the  pliuntiff*s 
attorney.  In  the  meantime  the  defend^ 
ant  had  pleaded,  his  plea  beinff  the  same 
justification,  and,  issue  being  joined,  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  28th,  j^ve  notice  of 
trial,  and  deliyered  bnefs  to  counsel 
before  the  seryice  of  the  rule.  When 
the  plaintiff  commenced  the  first  action 
he  was  bankrupt,  and  his  discharge  had 
been  suspended  for  one  jear  from  the 
13th  May^  1862,  with  protection  for  one 
month.  The  Court,  in  the  exercise  of 
its  discretion,  made  the  rule  absolute  for 
staying  proceedings ;  but  discharged  so 
much  or  it  as  rdated  to  security  for 
costs.    Prowte  y.  Loxdale^  896. 
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ASSIGNMENT  TO  CREDITOR. 
See  P^vbale  Ad. 

ASSURANCE. 
See  Insurance. 

ATTORNEY,  OFFICE  OF. 
See  Municipal  Corporatknu, 

AVERAGE. 
See  luMurance^  Marine^  VIII. 

AVERMENT,  DESCRIPTIVE. 
See  TFommiy,  IV.  V. 
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BANKRUPTCY. 

L  Whereanactofbankruptcj,  under 
24  &  25  VicL  c.  134.  «.  72.,  takes  place 
after  an  execution  iMued  against  the 
part  J  and  a  seizure  of  his  goods,  but 
before  a  sale  takes  place  under  it,  the 
execution  is  not  put  an  end  to  b? 
12  &  18  VieL  c.  106.  «.  133.  Edwards 
and  amftker  t.  Scarsbrooky  280. 

II.  After  issue  had  been  joined  and 
notice  of  trial  given  in  an  action  on  a 
bill  of  exchange,  the  defendant  obtained 
a  Judge*s  order  for  a  commission  to 
examine  witnesses  abroad,  on  payment 
into  Court  of  a  portion  of  the  plamtiflTs 
claim.  The  money  was  paid  m  accord- 
ingly, but  the  commission  was  not  acted 
on.  The  defendant  having  subsequently 
become  bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  ap- 
pointed, the  plaintiff  obtained  leave  to 
proceed  with  the  action,  which  was  tried, 
and,  the  defendant  not  appearing,  a  ver- 
dict was  given  for  the  plaintiff:  held, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 


money  which  had  been  paid  into  Court, 
and  uiat  he  was  not  deprived  of  this 
right  by  The  Bankrupt  Act,  12  &  IS 
P^.  e.  106.  «.  184.  Murray  and  anoiher 
V.  Amoid,  287. 

III.  iSemiU^,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
in  the  position  of  a  creditor  ''having 
securitv  for  his  debt**  within  that  sec- 
tion :  dubitante  Blackburn  J.    Id. 

IV.  After  the  passing  of  the  statute 
24  &  25  Vict.  c.  184^  to  amend  the  law 
of  bankruptcy  and  insolvency,  a  person 
resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
B.  District  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  beine 
in  gaol  at  C.  out  of  that  district,  peti- 
tioned  in  formA  pauperis  under  sect.  98 
for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  against 
himself,  his  debts  exceeding  300/.  The 
Judffe  of  the  Coanty  Court  at  C.  (called 
for  ai:»tinction  the  Ga(^  County  Court) 
adjudicated  him  bankrupt,  and  made  an 
order  under  sect.  94  to  transfer  the  pro- 
ceedings to  the  County  Court  of  ^S*.,  the 
district  in  which  he  had  resided  for  six 
calendar  months  before  filing  hb  peti- 
tion (called  for  distinction  the  Home 
County  Court.)  The  Judge  of  that  Court 
having  refused  to  adjudicate,  as  the  debts 
of  the  bankrupt  exceeded  300/. :  held 
that  he  was  riffht,  as  that  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction.  £x  parte  Coombs^  a  Bank" 
rupt,  296.  ' 

V.  Quare,  whether  the  petition  ou^ht 
to  have  been  presented  to  the  District 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  at  B. :  and,  if  not, 
what  proceedings  ought  to  have  been 
taken  after  the  adjudication  in  bank- 
ruptcy- by  the  Oaol  County  Court  ?    Id. 

VL  The  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation 
Act,  1849,  12  &  13  Vict,  c.  106.,  enacts, 
in  its  129th  section,  that  "no  distress 
for  rent  made  and  levied  afler  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  upon  the  goods  or  effects  of 
any  bankrupt,  whether  before  or  afler 
the  issuing  of  the  fiat  or  the  filing  of  the 
petition  for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy, 
shall  be  available  for  more  than  one 
year's  rent  accrued  prior  to  the  date 
of  the  fiat  or  the  day  of  the  filing  of  such 
petition  :"  Held  that,  in  order  to  bring 
a  case  within  this  enactment,  the  act  of 
bankruptcy  must  be  one  to  which  the 
title  of  the  assignees  could  relate.  PauU 
and. another^  Assignees^  jtCm  ▼•  Besty697, 
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BASTARDY  ORDER. 


YII.  On  the  27tli  March,  1861,  /.  P. 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptej  under 
The  Bankrupt  Law  Con§olidation  Act, 
1849, 12  &  1 3  Via.  c.  1 06. «.  67..  bv  making 
a  fraudulent  conTejance  of  all  his  goods 
and  chattels  to  A.  i?.,  his  landlord,  but 
no  attempt  was  made  bj  tmj  creditor  to 
obtain  an  adjudication  upon  it,  nor  did 
it  appear  that  there  was  anj  creditor 
who  could  haye  done  so*  On  the  11  th 
October^  the  daj  from  and  after  which 
The  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  24  &  25 
Viei.  c.  134.,  came  into  operation,  A.  B. 
made  a  distress  on  the  goods  of  J,  P.  for 
four  jears*  rent;  and,  on  the  17th  Oe- 
tober^  J.  P.,  who  was  not  a  trader,  was 
adjudicated  bankrupt  on  his  own  peti- 
tion under  sects.  86,  87  of  the  last  men- 
tioned Act,  and  assignees  appointed: 
held,  that  the  title  of  the  assisnees  could 
not  relate  back  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
In  the  preceding  yfareh,  and  conse- 
quently, the  129th  section  of  the  first 
loentioned  statute  did  not  apply.    Id. 

BASTARDY  ORDER. 

L  Stat.  7^8  Vict.  e.  101. «.  4.  enacts 
that,  ''within  twenty-four  hours  after 
the  adjudication  and  making  of  any 
order**  in  bastardy,  the  putatiye  father 
may  giye  notice  of  appeaTto  the  Quarter 
Sessions :  Held,  that  this  time  must  be 
counted  from  the  oral  adjudication  of 
the  justices  in  petty  Sessions,  and  not 
from  the  time  wnen  the  formid  order  is 
signed  by  them  ;  oyerruling  Ref^'  r. 
The  Justices  of  FUntshire,  16  2.  J.  M.  C. 
50;  10  Jtcr.  475.  JSx  parte  Johnson,  947. 

II.  Qiusre,  whether  the  formal  order 
must  be  signed  by  all  the  justices  at  the 
same  time  ?    ItL 

III.  Qittsre,  whether  n  verbal  notice 
of  appeal  is  sufficient  under  this  sec- 
Uon?    Id. 

BILL. 
Of  exchange. 

L  In  an  action  by  indorsee  against 
indorser,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant, 
upon  being  told  that  the  holders  of  the 
bdl  were^  about  to  take  proceedinss 
against  him  on  it,  said  that  he  would 
pay  the  bill  if  time  to  pfiy  it  were  giyen 
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him :  Held  eridenoe  from  which  the  jury 
might  infer  that  he  had  waived  the  right 
to  notice  of  dishonour.  Woods  and  dkgrs 
T.  Dean,  101. 

II.  A  declaration  all^;ed  that  il.,  in 
parts  beyond  the  seas,  made  a  hill  of 
exchange  in  four  parts,  and  directed  the 
same  to  jB.,  in  p^rts  beyond  the  seas, 
and  thereby  required  him  at  sixty  days 
si^ht  of  that  first  of  exchange,  seoood, 
third,  and  fourth  of  the  same  tenor  and 
date  being  unpaid,  to  pay  to  C.  or  order 
2500  dollars.  It  then  set  forth  a  nmilar 
bill  of  the  same  date  for  2480  dollars, 
and  also  a  similar  one  of  the  same  date 
for  1250  dollars.  It  then  averred  that 
the  payees  of  the  bills  respectively  in- 
dorsed them  to  D.,  who  indorsed  them 
respectively  to  the  defendant,  who  sold 
the  bills  respectively  to  E.,  and  indorsed 
to  him  the  nrsts  of  the  bills  respectivdy, 
and  E.  indorsed  them  respeetim^  to  the 
plaintiff;  and  the  plaintiff,  being  the 
bolder  of  those  firsts  of  the  bills,  trans- 
mitted them  to  be  presented  to  the 
drawees  for  sight  and  acceptance  of 
those  firsts,  and  the  same  were  by  acci- 
dent lost  in  the  course  of  such  truifmis- 
sion,  so  that  they  could  not  be  presented 
for  such  sight  and  acceptance,  of  all 
which  the  defendant  had  notice;  and 
thereupon  the  plaintiff  required  the  de- 
fendant to  deliver  to  him  the  seconds, 
thirds,  and  fourths  of  the  bills  :  but  the 
defendant  would  not  deliver  the  same, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from 
presenting  the  bilb  for  si^ht  and  accept- 
ance within  the  time  durine  whidi  they 
could,  according  to  the  laws  of  tte 
country  in  whicu  they  were  drawn  and 
made  payable,  have  been  presented,  and 
the  same  thereby  became  worthless  and 
void,  and  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of 
the  value  and  amount  thereof.  The  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  D.  indorsed  to  him 
the  firsts  of  the  bills  of  exchange  re- 
spectively, and  never  did  indorse  to  him 
tne  seconds,  thirds,  and  fourths  of  them, 
and  never  did  deliver  to  him  those 
seconds,  thirds,  and  fourUis;  and  that 
E.  did  not,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and 
indorsement  by  the  defendant  to  him,  or 
until  lon^  after  the  indorsement  by  J?, 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  long  afler  the  alleged 
loss,  reauire  the  defendant  to  deliver 
to  him  tne  seconds,  thirds,  and  fourths : 
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ATennent,  that  the  defendant  never,  at 
anj  time,  had  in  his  possession  or  uontrol 
the  seconds,  thirds,  and  fourths,  and 
that  he  was  wholly  unable  to  obtain 
possession  of  them.  Held,  that  the  de- 
claration disclosed  no  cause  of  action. 
Pmard,  Director^  jrCf  t.  Kloekmaam  and 
another,  888. 

III.  Per  Cromptm  J.  The  plea  was 
bad  also.    Id. 

lY.  Semhle,  that  the  defendant  was 
not  estopped  from  setting  up  the  matters 
alleged  m  the  plea.    Id, 

v.  Declaration  by  the  executor  of 
JB.  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  purporting 
to  be  drawn  bj  A.  and  accepted  bj  the 
defendant,  and  indorsed  bj  A,  to  JB. 
Plea,  that  A.  did  not  indorse  the  bill.  It 
appeared  ihat'ii.,  who  was  possessed  of 
goods,  bein|^  the  stock  in  trade  upon  his 
premises,  died  intestate  and  indebted  to 
the  defendant  and  other  persons;  and 
it  was  arranged  between  B.  and  the  de- 
fendant, who  were  two  of  his  next  of 
kin,  that  the  defendant  should  take 
possession  of  the  goods  and  accept  a  bill 
of  exchange  for  their  value,  purporting 
to  be  drawn  and  indorsed  hy  A,  The 
goods  were  accordingly  deliyered  to  the 
delendant,  and  the  oill  declared  upon 
was  drawn  and  indorsed  to  the  pl^ntiff 
by  procuration  in  the  name  of  A.,  and 
accepted  by  the  defendant.  Held,  that 
the  defendant  could  not  be  allowed  to 
set  up  as  a  defence  to  the  action  that  the 
bill  was  not  indorsed  by  A,  A»hpitdy 
executor  qfJamee  Peto^  t.  Bryan^  474. 

Of  sale. 

By  deed  made  on  the  80th  Jamuxry, 
1860,  in  consideration  of  410/.  lent  to 
the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  the  plain- 
tiff assigned  certain  household  furniture, 
farming  stock,  and  goods  and  chattels 
and  future  personal  estate  and  effects  to 
(he  plaintiff,  subject  to  a  proviso  fur 
redemption  if  the  plaintiff  should  pay 
to  the  defendant  410/.  '*on  the  30th 
JoKuary,  1870,  or  at  such  earlier  day  or 
time  as  the  defendant,  or  his  attorney  or 
agent,  should  appoint  for  payment  thereof, 
by  notice  in  writing,  sent  by  post  or  de* 
livered  to  or  left  at  the  house  or  last 
known  place  of  abode*^  of  the  pUintiff ; 


with  a  power  of  immediate  entry  and 
sale  on  default  of  payment  contrary  to 
the  proviso  and  tne  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  deed ;  and  there  was  a 
proviso  that  until  default  the  plaintiff 
should  hold  possession  and  use  the  goods, 
chattels  ana  effects,  without  any  hin- 
drance or  disturbance  by  the  defendant. 
The  defendant,  at  noon  of  the  20th 
February^  1860,  gave  the  plaintiff  notice 
to  pay  me  money  to  him  at  half  past 
twelve  of  the  same  day,  and  at  that 
time,  the  plaintiff  net  paying  the  money, 
seized  the  plaintiff's  ffoods,  and  after- 
wards sold  them :  Held,  that  the  notice 
.under  the  proviso  must  be  reasonable, 
and  that  the  notice  given  by  the  defend- 
ant was  not  given  in  a  reasonable  time. 
Brighty  v.  NorUm,  305. 

See  Cimrt,  Contempt  of. 


BIRTH  IN  WORKHOUSE. 
See  Payper,  Remawd  of,  I. 

BONA  FIDE. 

See  Defamatum,  Ltbd,  IL     Rate. 
Church. 

BOND,  ADMINISTRATION. 
See  Probate  Act. 

BOROUGH. 

See  Rate,  County.    Municipal  Corpora- 
tione. 

BRICKS,  BURNING. 
See  Nuiaance,  II. 

BRIDGE. 
See  MetropoHa  Load  ManagemeM  Act,  I. 

CANAL  COMPANY. 
See  Nuiaanee,  V.  PMic  HeaUh  Act,  III. 
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CAPIA8. 
See  AeHan  on  Jwigment 

CASE,  TRANSMISSION  OF,  TO 
SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Bee  JuHiM  o/ike  Peace^  HL  lY. 

CESTUI  QUE  TRUST. 
See  CapgMd,  II. 

CHARTER  PARTY. 
See  Warrtaa^. 

CHECQUE. 
See  Caniraet^  I. 

CHILD. 

Under  sixteen.     See  Panmer  Lw^aUe, 
1. 11.  in. 

Employment  of.    See  Prini'  Worki. 

CHURCH, 
Hate.  See  Bate^  Church. 
Warden.    See  fariih. 

CLERK. 
Of  the  peace.    See  Juttieeofth^  Peaee^ 

To  iustioe  of  the  petoe»    See  Juttio$  qf 
thePeape. 

COCKFIGHTING. 
See  Cruelfy  to  4mmais> 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  SEWERS. 
See  Water, 

COMMON  I^AW  PROCEDURE 
ACT,  1854. 

S^  Oorm9hfi9, 


COMPANY. 

CanaL     See  Nwimau».    PMc  BuHk 
Aci,lIl.Y. 

Joint  stock. 


A  joint  stock  Company,  limited,  i 
stats.  19  &  20  Viet.  e. 47. and 21  k^TwL 
e.  60.,  proceeded  to  wind  itself  up,  snd 
i^pointed  liquidators.  An  action  haTing 
been  brought  by  the  liqaidators  on  be- 
half of  the  Company  against  one  of  the 
shareholders  in  it,  as  a  oontribntoiy  to 
the  Company,  to  recorer  the  amonnt  of 
a  call  on  his  shares :  held,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  set  off  a  ckum 
which  he  had  aeamst  the  Company. 
2'he  Cfanut  and  Moieieg  QM  3iimag 
Con^OMif  ofAjmerica  (Zumtod)  y.  Arftoat 
821. 

See  CompoHif^  MM^» 

Mining. 

I.  In  an  action  a^nst  a  shareholder 
in  %  Company  working  a  mine  on  the 
cost  book  system  for  goods  supplied  to 
the  Company,  it  appeared  that,  afitt  the 
defendant  had  parted  with  his  shares  in 
it,  the  remaining  members  of  the  Com- 
pany caused  it  to  be  registered  under 
the  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  21  &  22 
Viet,  c,  60.,  and  an  order  was  made  by 
the  Court  of  the  Vice  Warden  of  the 
Stannaries  to  wind  up  the  Company,  and 
stay  all  actions  by  creditors  against  it, 
ima  fi  list  of  contributories  was  drawn 
up,  in  which  the  name  of  the  defendant 
was  included.  On  an  application  to  stay 
the  action :  held,  that  tne  plaintiff  had 
a  right  to  proceed,  and  that  the  Court 
of  tne  "Vice  Warden  had  no  power  to 
make  that  order,  as  the  defendant  waa 
not  a  member  of  the  registered  Companj, 
and  the  debt  sued  for  was  not  a  debt  of 
that  Company.    ZoRyon  y.  Smithy  938. 

II.  Qiusre,  per  B&cil&vni  J.,  if  instead 
of  the  Company  haymg  been  registered 
under  stat.  21  &  22  Vict.  e.  60.,  it  had 
been  registered  under  stats.  19  &  20  Viet 
c.  47.,  20  &  21  Vict  0. 14.  t    Id, 

Railway, 
I.  By  The  Railways  Clausea  ConaoU* 
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dation  Act,  184^,  8  &  9  Vkt.  e.  20.  «.  68., 
the  Companj  shall  make  and  maintain 
M  for  the  accommodation  of  the  owners 
and  occupiers  of  lands  adjoining  the 
railway,**  among  other  works,  **  All  ne- 
cessary arches,  tunnels,  culverts,  drains, 
&c.,  either  oyer  or  under  or  by  tJie  sidej 
of  the  railway,  of  such  dimensions  as  will 
be  sufficient  at  all  times  to  convey  the 
water  as  clearly  from  the  lands  lying  near 
or  affected  by  the  railway  as  before  the 
making  of  tne  railway,  or  as  nearly  so 
as  may  be ;  and  such  works  shall  be 
made  from  time  to  time  as  the  railway 
works  proceed."  By  sect.  69,  "  If  any 
difference  arise  respecting  the  kind  or 
number  of  any  such  accommodation 
works,  or  the  dimensions  or  sufficiency 
thereof,  or  respecting  the  maintaining 
thereof,  the  same  shall  be  determined 
bjr  two  justices,  &c.**  Tl^  owners  of 
mines  extending  under  a  railway,  which 
had  been  made  by  a  railway  Uompany 
under  the  powers  of  their  Act,  3  Ir.  4. 
c.  zxxiv.,  which  contained  similar  pro- 
visions with  the  8  &  9  Vid,  e.  20.,  ffave 
notice  to  the  Company  in  1858  of  Sieir 
intention  to  work  the  mine  under  the 
line  of  railway,  and  the  .Company  de- 
clined or  neglected  to  purchase.  At 
this  point  the  line  of  railway  was  in  a 
deep  cutting,  and  the  Company  had 
made  drains  upon  the  line  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  off  the  water  which  fell 
upon  the  railway,  and  ran  from  the  sides 
of  the  cutting.  The  working  of  the  mine 
had  caused  the  land  on  which  the  rail- 
way was  constructed  to  sink,  so  that  the 
Company  were  compelled  to  fill  up  such 
sinkings  in  order  to  preserve  the  level 
of  the  railway,  and  toereby  the  drains 
had  become  m  some  places  choked  up, 
and  the  water  percolated  through  the 
broken  strata  and  through  the  cmders 
used  by  the  Company  for  filling  up  the 
sinkings,  and  so  passed  into  the  mines. 
Held,  that  these  drains  were  not  accom- 
modation works  within  sects.  68  and  69 
of  8  &  9  Vict,  c,  20.  The  Queen  v.  FUher 
andOough^  191. 

II.  A  railway  Company  were  autho- 
rized by  Act  of  Parliament  to  construct 
a  branch  railway  tunnel  under  land  on 
part  of  which  were  erected  a  manufactory 
and  buildings  connected  therewith,  of 
vhich  K.  was  owner  in  fee.  In  1848,  K, 


made  a  claim  against  the  Company  for 
compensation  under  The  Lands  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845, 8  &  9  Vici.  c.  1 8. 
The  claim  was  referred  to  arbitration ; 
and  on  the  6th  Aprils  1848,  the  arbi- 
trators  made  an  award,  by  which,  after 
reciting  that  it  had  been  agreed  that  the 
amount  to  be  paid  "  for  the  right  to 
construct  and  for  ever  maintain  the  said 
branch  railway  or  tunnel  underneath 
the  said  hereditaments  and  premises, 
and  for  the  purchase  of  the  site  of  the 
said  branch  railway  or  tunnel,  and  in 
full  compensation  for  all  damage  or  in- 
jury to  be  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
construction**  thereof,  should  be  left  to 
arbitration,  they  awarded  that  the  Com- 
pany should  pay  unto  K,  the  sum  of 
126f.  **  as  compensation  for  the  right  to 
construct  and  for  ever  maintain  the  said 
branch  railway  or  tunnel  underneath 
the  said  hereditaments  and  premises, 
and  for  \h%  purchase  of  the  site  of  the 
said  tunnel,  and  in  full  for  compensation 
for  all  damage  and  injury  sustained  by 
him  by  the  construction  thereof.**  By 
deed  of  grant,  dated  November  7th,  1848, 
reciting,  among  other  things,  the  passing 
of  the  special  Acts  of  ^rliament  re- 
latihg  to  the  railway,  and  the  agreement 
to  refer,  and  the  award,  Jl.,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  sum  therein  mentioned,  which 
he  acknowledged  to  be  "  in  full  for  the 
purchase  of  the  site  of,  and  the  right  to 
construct,  maintain,  and  use  the  said 
tunnel  underneath  the  pieces  or  parcels 
of  land  and  hereditaments,**  granted  to 
the  Company  **  the  site  of,  and  full  and 
free  lib^t^,  power  and  authority .... 
to  bore,  diff  out,  excavate,  make,  and 
construct  the  said  branchy  railway  or 
tunnel**  underneath  the  said  pieces  or 
parcels  of  land,  ^*  together  with  the  full, 
free,  exclusive  and  uninterrupted  right 
and  liberty,  at  all  times  for  ever  here- 
after, to  use,  enjoy,  uphold,  maintain 
and  repair  the  tunnel  and  branch  rail- 
way,  and  the  site  thereof,**  to  hold  the 
said  liberty  and  all  other  the  premises 
^*  for  the  purposes  of  the  several  Acts 
of  Parliament  relating  to  the  said  rail- 
way, freed  and  discharged  from  all  claims 
and  demands  whatsoever  of  or  by**  K. 
his  heirs,  &c.  Subsequently  the  branch 
railway  or  tunnel  was  opened  for  traffic 
in  1849,  and  serious  iniuries  were  from 
time  to  time  sustained  by  the  buildings 
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and  the  manufactory  caased  by  the  sab- 
sidence  of  the  surface  consequent  upon 
the  construction  of  the  tunnel  in  such  a 
Soil  (the  stratum  through  which  it  passed 
at  this  point  of  its  course,  and  upon 
which  the  premises  stood,  consisting  of 
day  and  loose  earth),  and  by  the  vibra- 
tion resulting  from  tne  passing  of  heavily 
laden  and  otner  trains  along  the  tunnel, 
^  or  by  one  of  such  causes.      Held : 

1.  That  K.  could  maintain  no  action 
against  the  Company. 

2.  That  K.  was  not  entitled  to  com- 
pensation under  The  Lands  Clauses 
ConsolidHtion  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Viet. 
e.  18.  i,  68.  Cro/i  v.  The  London  and 
North  WeHem  Bailwajf  Company^  436. 

See   also  Rate,  Poor^  U.,  and  PMic 
Heaith  Act,  III. 


COMPENSATION. 
See  Water.     Company,  BaUway. 

COMPOSITION,  EXPLOSIVE. 
See  Ompowder, 

CONDITION. 
See  Coniraet,  L  VIII.,  Warranty,  L IV. 

CONFUSION  OF  GOODS. 
See  Contertion, 

CONSENT  OF  JUDGE. 
See  VexatiouM  Indicimente,  I. 

CONSIDERATION,  FAILURE  OF. 
See  Contract,  11. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  CONTRACT. 

See  Contract,  VII.  IX.    Judge  and 
Jury, 

CONTEMPT  OF  COURT. 
See  Court,  Contempt  of. 


CONTRACT. 

I.  Where  a  party,  by  means  of  a  false 
pretence  or  a  promise  or  condition  which 
ne  does  not  fulfil,  procures  another  party 
to  give  him  a  note  or  cheane  or  ac- 
ceptance in  favour  of  a  third,  to  whom 
he  pays  it,  and  who  receives  it  boni  fide 
for  value,  the  giver  remains  liable  on  the 
note,  &c. :  because  his  acceptance  im- 
ports value  and  liability  primft  facie, 
and  he  can  only  relieve  himself  from  his 
promise  to  pay  the  holder  by  shewing 
that  he  is  not  holder  for  value,  or  that 
he  received  the  instrument  with  notice 
or  not  bon&  fide.    Wateon  v.  Rueedl,  34. 

II.  The  defendant  chartered  a  ship  to 
jRT.  at  a  certain  rate  per  week,  to  be 
paid  every  fmir  weeks  in  advance.  On 
the  second  payment  becoming  due,  JL 
received  from  the  plaintiflT,  through 
whom  he  had  sub-chartered  the  ship  to 
B^  a  cheque  for  half  the  amount  due, 
payable  to  the  order  of  the  defendant, 
upon  the  terms  that  K.  should  inform 
the  defendant  that  the  advance  was  made 
in  consideration  that  the  ship  should  be 
allowed  to  perform  the  charter.  K. 
paid  the  cheque  to  the  defendant ;  but 
omitted  to  inform  him  of  the  terms  on 
which  it  had  been  given,  and  he  had  no 
notice  of  them ;  and,  the  remainder  of 
the  money  being  unpaid,  the  defendant, 
who  had  obtained  cash  for  the  cheque, 
stopped  the  ship :  Held, 

Per  Crompion,  Blackburn  and  Mdhr 
JJ.,  that  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  to  recover  the  amount  of  the 
cheque  was  not  maintainable  by  the 
plaintiff  a^inst  the  defendant,  as  there 
was  no  priviU  between  them,  and  that 
the  action,  if  any,  ought  to  have  been 
brought  by  K, 

Per  Cochbarn  C.  J.,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  back  so  much  of 
the  amount  of  the  cheque  as  no  con* 
sideration  had  been  given  for,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  defen<unt  having  stopped 
the  ship.    Id, 

III.  The  defendants  had  become  re- 
sponsible, as  del  credere  asents,  for  the 
purchase  of  a  cargo  of  wheat  of  from 
1800  to  2000  quarters,  to  be  shipped 
at  the  price  of  £0s.  per  quarter  free  on 
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board  at  Taganrog^  ^nnd  including 
freight  and  insurance  to  any  safe  port  in 
the  United  Kingdom.**  **  rttyment  cash 
in  LamUm  in  exchange  for  shipping 
documents.**  PlaintiiTs  tendered  the  fol- 
lowing shipping  documents  of  a  cargo 
answering  the  description  in  the  con- 
tract :  a  charterparty ;  a  bill  of  lading 
and  provisional  invoice,  in  both  of  which 
the  cargo  was  stated  to  be  1 S50  quarters, 
at  5Q§.  per  quarter,  4626/.,  less  freight, 
at  10«.  9d,  per  quarter,  1001/.  109. ;  and 
a  policj  of  insurance  effected  on  the 
cargo  valued  at  3600/.  On  behalf  of 
the  plaintiffs  evidence  was  given,  which 
was  not  contradicted,  that  the  policy 
tendered  was  sufficient  to  protect  the 
interest  of  the  shipper  of  the  cargo  at 
the  time  of  shipment.  In  an  action 
against  the  defendants  for  not  paying  or 
procuring  from  their  principal  pavment 
of  the  price  of  the  cargo,  tney  pleaded 
that  plaintiffs  were  not  ready  and  willing 
to  tender  nor  did  they  tender,  **  the 
usual  shipping  documents**  according  to 
the  contract:  Held,  that  whether  the 
plaintiffs  had  so  tendered  was  a  question 
for  the  jury.  Tamvaco  and  Men  t. 
Lveas  and  oihers^  89. 

ly.  Declaration  for  work  done.  Flea, 
that  the  work  was  done  under  a  contract 
by  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  execute 
the  work  to  tne  satisfaction  of  the  de- 
fendants or  their  agent,  with  a  proviso 
that  if  the  works  should  not  proceed  as 
rapidly  and  satisfactorily  as  required  by 
the  defendants  or  their  agent,  they 
should  have  full  power  to  enter  upon 
and  take  possession  of  the  works,  and 
pay  whatever  number  of  men  might  be 
fen  unpaid  by  the  plaintiff,  and  might 
set  to  work  whatever  number  of  men 
they  might  consider  necessary,  and  that 
the  amount  so  paid,  and  the  costs  of  the 
men  so  set  to  work,  should  be  deducted 
from  an^  moneys  that  might  be  due  to 
the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  defendants, 
having  acted  on  the  proviso,  claimed  to 
deduct  the  costs  incurred  by  them  in 
satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff*s  demand. 
Replication,  that  the  works  did  proceed 
as  rapidly  and  satisfactorily  as  the  defen- 
dants reasonably  and  properly  could 
require,  and  that  the  defendants  and 
their  agent  unreasonably,  improperly, 
and  capriciously  required  the  works  to 


proceed  as  in  the  plea  alleged,  ^eld, 
on  demurrer,  that  tne  replication,  which 
stopped  short  of  alleging  mala  fides  in 
the  defendants,  was  no  answer  to  the 
plea.    Stadhard  v.  Lee  and  another^  364. 

y.  Where  there  is  a  positive  contract 
to  do  a  thing,  not  in  itself  unlawful,  the 
contractor  must  perform  it  or  pay 
damages  for  not  doing  it,  although  in 
consequence  of  unforeseen  accidents,  the 
performance  of  his  contract  has  become 
unexpectedly  burthensome  or  even  im- 
possible. Tojflor  and  another  t.  CakU 
well  and  another,  826. 

yj.  But  this  rule  is  only  applicable 
when  the  contract  is  positive  and  abso- 
lute, and  not  subject  to  any  condition 
either  express  or  implied.    Id. 

yil.  Where,  from  the  nature  of  the 
contract,  it  appears  that  the  parties  must 
from  the  beginning  have  known  that  it 
could  not  be  fulfilled  unless  when  the 
time  for  the  fulfilment  of  the  contract 
arrived  some  particular  specified  thing 
continued  to  exist,  so  that  when  entering 
into  the  contract,  they  must  have  con- 
templated such  continuing  existence  as 
the  foundation  of  what  was  to  be  done ; 
there,  in  the  absence  of  any  express  or 
implied  warranty  that  the  thing  shall 
exist,  the  contract  is  not  to  be  construed 
as  a  positive  contract,  but  as  subject  to 
an  implied  condition  that  the  parties 
shall  be  excused  in  case,  before  breach, 
performance  becomes  impossible  from 
the  perishing  of  the  thing  without  default 
of  the  contractor.    Id. 

yill.  A.  agreed  with  B.  to  give  him 
the  use  of  a  Music  Hall  on  certain 
specified  da js,  for  the  purpose  of  holding 
concerts,  with  no  express  stipulation  for 
the  event  of  the  destruction  of  the 
Music  Hall  by  fire  :  held,  that  both 
parties  were  excused  from  performance 
of  the  contract.    Id, 

IX.  An  instrument  is  not  a  demise, 
although  it  contains  the  usual  words  of 
demise,  if  it-s  contents  shew  that  such 
was  not  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Id* 

CONTRIBUTORY. 
See  Campamf,  Joint  Stoch^  and  Minings  I. 
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CX)NVBRSION. 


CORRUPTION. 


CONVERSION. 

Various  qnAotities  of  tallow,  the  pro- 
perty of  dinerent  peraons,  were  depo- 
sited in  warehouses  on  a  bank  of  the 
Thamen.    A  fire  took  nlace,  in  oonse- 

Suence  of  which  the  tallow  melted  and 
owed  down  into  the  main  sewers,  and 
thence  into  the  river,  from  which  several 
portions  of  it  were  unwarrantably  taken 
Dj  different  persons.  A.,  one  of  these 
persons,  sold  some  of  it  to  B.^  which 
was  taken '  from  him  by  the  police,  and 
he  was  charged  before  a  police  ma- 
gistrate with  the  possession  of  tallow 
supposed  to  have  been  stolen  or  unlaw- 
fully obtained.  The  magistrate  dismis- 
sed the  charge,  but  ordered  the  tallow  to 
be  detained,  under  The  Act  for  regula- 
ting the  Police  Courts  in  the  Metropolis, 
2  £  3  Vict.  c.  71.  <■  29.,  and  it  was  sold 
by  direction  of  the  Commissioner  of 
Police  before  the  twelve  months  limited 
by  sect.  30  of  that  Act  had  expired.  C 
having  purchased  the  tallow  from  the 
police :  neld  that  A.  had  no  property  in 
the  tallow  entitling  him  to  maintain  an 
action  against  C.  for  its  conversion. 
Buckley  v.  Orosi  andanother^  566. 

CONVEY,  POWER  TO. 
See  CopyhM, 

CONVICTION,  SUMMARY. 

See  Justice  of  the  Peace,  Jurisdiction  of. 
Refreshment  Bouse, 

COPY  OF  DEPOSITIONS. 
See  Pauper^  Removtd  of  II. 

COPYHOLD. 

I.  A  testator  authorized,  empowered 
and  directed  his  executors  to  sell,  either 
by  public  auction  or  private  contract,  his 
messuage,  &c.,  holden  of  the  manor  of 
£r.,  **and  to  convey  and  assure  such 
copyhold  hereditaments  unto  the  pur- 
chaser or  purchasers  thereof.**  The  exe- 
cutors sola  the  messu.ige  by  auction,  and 
executed  a  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  of 


it  to  the  purchaser.  Held,  thai  the  pur- 
chaser was  entitled  to  be  admitted  as 
tenant  without  a  previous  admission  by 
the  executors  or  the  heir.  The  Qmeem 
V.  Sir  Thomas  Marytm  Wilson  tmd 
imatAcr,  201. 

II.  Where  a  person  entitled  to  copy- 
hold tenements  in  fee,  who  had  never 
been  admitted,  and  never  soueht  admis- 
sion to  them,  died,  having  devised  all 
his  property  to  his  eldest  son  and  heir : 
held, 

1.  That  on  the  admission  of  the  son 
the  lord  was  entitled  to  two  fines,  one 
for  the  tenant's  own  admission,  and  the 
other  as  if  his  father  had  been  admitted. 

2.  That  the  lord  was  not  estopped 
from  claiming  this  on  the  ground  that 
the  property  was  held  in  trust,  and  that 
he  had  admitted  some  of  the  cestui  que 
trusts  on  payment  of  the  accustomed 
fines.  Lord  Londedtcromgh  v.  Foster^ 
805. 

CORRUPTION. 
See  Judge^  Action  agomst, 

COST  BOOK  SYST3EM. 
See  Ompemif^  Mimi^g^  I. 

COSTS. 

See  AcHan  on  Judgment,   Highway ^  Nen* 
repair  of,  Nuisanee^yi.  Rate^  Church, 

Security  for.    See  Aetiont  Second, 

COUNCILLOR  OF  BOROUGH. 
See  Mumeipol  Corporations  Act 

COUNTY. 
Court.    See  Courts  County, 
Rate.    See  Bate,  Comdy, 

COURT. 

Contempt  of. 

SherifiTs  oflicers  went  to  the  house  of 
a  party  to  execute  a  writ  of  fieri  facias, 
and  took  possession  of  his  goods.    An 


COURT. 


COVENANT  &c. 
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auctioneer  and  otben  claimed  them 
under  a  bill  of  sale,  and  proceeded  to 
Bell  them,  notwithstanding  the  resistance 
of  the  officers,  whom  they  treated  with 
considerable  violence;  whereupon  the 
sheriff  took  out  an  interpleader  summons, 
and  served  it.  They  disregarded  this, 
and  completed  the  sale  and  removed  the 
goods :  held,  a  contempt  of  Court,  both 
at  common  law  and  under  The  Inter- 
pleader Act,  1  &  2  TT.  4.  e.  58.  Cooper 
V.  Aapreif^  932. 

Interference  of,  under  Yeiatious  Indict- 
ments Act.  See  Vexatious  Jndict' 
meniMi  II. 

Payment  of  money  into.  See  Bank- 
rv^pUsg,  IL  III.     Comdy  Court,  I. 

Superior.  See  Jmtiee  of  the  Peace^  IIL 
IV.,  and  JurUdiction  of  I. 

County. 

I.  Where  a  plaintiff  takes  out  of 
Court  in  satisfaction  of  his  demand  a 
sum  of  money  which  has  been  paid  into 
Court  by  the  defendant,  he  does  not 
**  recover**  that  sum  within  the  meaning 
of  The  County  Court  Act,  13  &  14  VUi. 
e.  61.  «.  11.;  and  consequently,  if  the 
ram  does  not  exceed  20/.,  he  is  deprived 
of  his  costs  by  that  enactment.  BaukUng 
▼.  Tyier,  472. 

II.  An  unmarried  woman  having  re- 
covered judgment  in  a  County  Court 
against  A^  obtained  a  judgment  sum- 
mons ftgainst  him  from  the  Sheriffs* 
Court,  London,  under  stat.  15  &  16  Viet, 
e,  Ixxvii.  At  the  hearing,  it  having 
been  ascertained  that  the  plaintiff  had 
married  in  the  meantime,  the  Judj^ 
amended  the  title  of  the  cause  by  m- 
sertinff  the  husband's  name  :  Held  that 
he  had  no  power  to  do  so,  and,  conse- 
quently, that  an  indictment  for  perjury 
could  not  be  maintained  against  the 
defendant  for  false  evidence  given  at 
that  hearing.  The  Queen  v.  Pearee, 
531. 

For  Gaol    County  Court   and   Home 
County  Court.  See  Banhruptejf,lY,Y. 

Stannaries.    See  Compamg,  Mining, 


COVENANT     RUNNING     WITH 
REVERSION. 

Anhj  indenture,  demised  to  B.  for  a 
term  of  years  "  certain  print  and  bleach 
works  and  other  premises,  with  certain 
articles,  matters  and  things  specified  in 
a  schedule  thereunder  written,**  and  it 
was  a^ed  that  it  should  be  lawful  for 
JB.,  his  executors,   administrators   and 
assigns,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
term,  to  **  renew,  reinstate,  replace  and 
substitute  by  new  or  improved  articles, 
matters  and  things,  any  of  the  articles, 
matters  and  things  mentioned  and  speci- 
fied in  the  schedule  which  might  become 
worn  out,  damaged,  destrovea,  rendered 
useless    or    superseded    by    improved 
machinery,  and  for  any  of  the  purposes 
aforesaid  to  sell  and  dispose  of  such 
articles,  matters  and  things  as  should  so 
become  worn  out,  dama^d,  destroyed, 
&C.,  and  retain  the  money  arising  by  any 
such  sale  or  sales  to  and  for  his  and 
their  own  use  and  benefit ;  and  also  to 
purchase  an  v  new  or  additional  articles, 
matters  and  things  which  he  or  they 
might  require  to  be  used  in  his  or  their 
trade  of  a  calico  printer  and  bleacher, 
and  also  to  make  any  improvements  in 
and  upon  the  works  and  premises,  and  at 
the  end  or  other  sooner  aetermination  of 
tiie  term  of  ten  years  thereby  granted 
thereof,  the  articles,  matters  and  things 
mentioned  and  specified  in  the  schedule, 
or  sunh  of  tiiem  as  should  then  remain 
and  be  in  and  upon  the  demised  pre- 
mises, and  also  all  substituted  or  re- 
newed articles  and  things,  and  also  all 
improvements    and    additional  articles 
and  things  which  might  have  been  pur- 
chased by  JB.,  his  executors,  administra- 
tors or  assigns,  and  used   bv  him   or 
them  in  or  upon  the  demised  premises 
in  his  or  their  trade  or  business  of  a 
calico  printer  and  bleacher,  or  any  other 
trade,  should  be  valued  and  appraised.*' 
A.  died  during  the  term,  having  ap- 
pointed &c.  his  executor  and  devirad  to 
nim  the  reversion  in  the  premises,  and 
the  articles,  matters  and  things  expect- 
ant on  the  determination  of  the  term  at 
the  time  of  his  decease  :  Held,  that  this 
covenant  did  not  run  with  the  reversion, 
and  therefore  that  B.  having,  in  an  action 
against  the  executor  of  A.,  recovered 
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CREDITOR. 


CURATE'S  SALARY. 


the  amount  of  the  appraisement  and  his 
costs,  judgment  de  bonis  propriis  was 
'  erroneous,  and  that  it  ou^ht  to  be  entered 
<«  de  bonis  testatoris,  et  si  non,  as  to  costs 
de  bonis  propriis."  Oarton  ▼,  Gregory^ 
executor  of  EaiO^  90. 

CREDITOR. 
Assignment  to.    See  ProhaU  AcL 
Judgment    See  QamUhee. 


CRUELTY  TO  ANIMALS. 

I.  Sut  12&  13  Vict,  e,  92. «.  3. enacts, 
that  ererj  person  who  shall  keep  or  use 
an^  place  for  the  purpose  of  fignting  or 
baiting  anpr  bull,  &o.,  cock,  or  other 
kind  of  animal,  whether  of  domestic  or 
wild  nature,  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty 
not  exceeding  51,  for  CTery  day  be  shall 
so  keep  or  use  such  place ;  provided  that 
eTery  person  who  shall  receiye  money 
for  the  admission  of  any  otiier  person  to 
any  place  kept  or  used  for  any  of  the 
purposes  aforesaid  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
the  Keeper  thereof;  '*and  every  person 
who  shall  in  any  manner  encourage,  aid 
or  assist  at  the  fighting  or  baiting  of  any 
bull,  &c.,  cock,  or  other  animal  as  afore- 
said,** shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  not 
exceeding  61. ;  Held,  that  it  is  not  an 
offence  to  assist  at  the  fiehting  of  cocks 
unless  in  a  place  specially  kept  or  used 
for  that  purpose.  Morley  and  others, 
appellants,  Greenhalghj  respondent,  374. 

II.  Stat.  12&  13  Viet, c. 92. <.2.enacts, 
that  if  any  person  shall  ^^  cruelly  beat, 
ill-treat,  overdrive,  abuse,  or  torture,  or 
cause  or  procure  to  be  cruelly  beaten, 
ill-treated,  over-driven,  abused  or  tor- 
tured, any  animal,**  he  shall  be  subject 
to  a  penalty;  and,  by  sect.  29,  '*the 
word  'animal*  shall  be  taken  to  mean  any 
horse,  &c.,  doe,  cat,  or  any  other  do- 
mestic animaL '    Held, 

1.  That  by  virtue  of  sect.  29,  a  cock 
was  an  *  animal*  within  section  2. 

2.  That  a  person  who  set  his  cock  to 
fight  another  after  the  other  had  been 
disabled  by  its  thigh  being  broken,  com- 
mitted an  offence  wilhin  that  section. 
Bvdge,  appellant,  Pareone,  respondent, 
382. 


CURAT£*S  SALARY. 
See  Bate,  Poor,  I. 

CUSTOM. 

The  custom  in  the  trade  at  Lieerpoei 
that,  in  the  absence  of  special  stipula- 
tion, three  months  interest  or  discount 
is^  deducted  from  freights  payable  under 
bills  of  lading,  on  ^[oods  coming  from  all 
ports  in  the  United  Sutes  of  NorA 
America,  was  applied  to  ships  coming 
from  the  ports  of  Texae,  when  it  was 
admitted  mto  the  confederacy  of  the 
United  States  in  1846 ;  and  on  the  fint 
shipment  from  Cati/omia  for  Lieerpoti, 
afler  it  became  one  of  the  United  States 
in  1848,  the  custom  was  submitted  to 
without  dispute.  The  same  custom  ap- 
plies to  all  ships  coming  from  the  ports 
of  British  North  America  and  fitna 
South  America,  In  the  case  of  vessels 
arriving  from  the  East  Indies,  Ckim  and 
Australia,  the  custom  is  to  allow  siztf 
days  discount,  and  of  vessels  from  the 
rest  of  the  world  not  before  mentkmed 
to  make  no  allowance.  Held  that  there 
was  evidence  from  which  a  jurv  might 
infer  that  the  custom  as  to  shipmeots 
from  the  United  States  of  North  America, 
extended  to  ports  in  CaUfonda,  Falkner 
and  others  y.  Earie  and  oAert,  360. 

DAMAGE. 
See  Company,  Bmtway,    Distress,  IL 

DEBT,  SECURITY  FOR. 
See  Banhruptcy,  III. 

DECLARATION. 

Admissibility  of,  in  evidence.     See  Ps- 
tent. 

In  life  policy.    See  /luiiraiiee,  Li/e,  11. 


DEDUCTION  FROM  WAGES. 
See  Maeter  and  Servant,  1, 


DEFAMATION. 
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DEFAMATION. 

Of  articles. 

SembUy  that  if  a  person  falsely  and 
maliciouslj  disparages  an  article  which 
another  manufactures  or  Tends,  and 
special  damage  results  therefrom,  an 
action  will  lie,  although  in  so  doing  no 
imputation  was  cast  on  the  persons  or 
'  professional  character  of  the  manufac- 
turer or  vendor.  Young  and  others  t. 
Macrae^  264. 

LibeL 

I.  A  declaration  for  libel  alleged  that 
the  plaintiff  was  patentee  of  an  inven- 
tion for  obtaininff  Paraffine  oil,  and  tiiat 
the  defendant  falselv  and  maliciouslj 
composed  and  published  a  libel  of  him 
in  the  waj  of  his  trade,  in  the  shape  of 
a  circular  and  report  as  follows :  Liver- 
pool, 90th  December,  1861  [M].  500 
casks  American  refined  Petroleum  Kero- 
sine  or  Paraffine  Oil,  manufactured  by 
The  Portiand  Kerosine  Company,  Port- 
land, United  States,  and  imported  by 
Messrs.  Madean,  Maris  ^  Co,,  mer- 
chants, sold  by  Alex.  S.  Macrae,  broker, 
lAverpooL  And  such  report  beins  in 
these  words.  Professor  Jtfttfpra/f<  lie- 
port.  I  certify  that  I  have  carefully 
tested  the  above  oil,  meaning  the  said 
oil  in  the  said  libel  mentioned,  and 
meaning  an  oil  other  than  and  different 
from  the  oil  so  manufactured,  sold  and 
traded  in  bv  the'  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid, 
and  that  I  nnd  it  a  colourless  and  some- 
what aromatic  liquid,  while  YoungU 
Scotch,  meaning  the  said  Paraffine  oil 
so  manufactured,  sold  and  traded  in  bv 
the  plaintiffs,  and  to  which  the  said  pri- 
vileges relate  as  aforesaid,  has  a  reddish 
brown  tinge,  is  much  thicker,  and  has  a 
more  disa^eable  odour  than  it,  meaninff 
the  said  oil  in  the  said  libel  mentioned. 
I  further  certify  that  in  burnin^r  the  two 
oils  comparatively  in  the  ordmary  one 
shilling  lamp,  I  found  the  power  of  the 
light  produced^  hj  the  American,  mean- 
ing tne  said  oil  m  the  said  libel  men- 
tioned, equals  four  and  a  quarter  wax 
candles.  The  sample  of  Young's,  mean- 
ing the  said  Paraffine  oil  so  manufac- 
tured, sold  and  traded  in  b^  the  plaintiffs, 
and  to  which  the  said  privileges  relate, 


burned  under  the  same  conditions  in 
the  same  lamp,  vields,  while  the  lamp 
remains  well  mlea,  a  liffht  of  nearly  the 
same  power  as  the  American,  but  a 
feebler  one  aHer  the  oil  has  burned 
down  to  one  half.  The  difference  at 
tills  stase  I  find  to  amount  to  nearly  the 
light  of  one  such  candle,  or  say  twenty- 
five  per  cent.,  in  favour  of  The  Portland 
Kerosine  Company's  oil,  meaning  the 
siud  oil  in  the  said  libel  mentioned. 
(Signed)  Sheridan  Musprait,  M.D., 
F.R.S.,  Fd.,  M.R.LA.,  &c.  &c..  Profes- 
sor of  Chemistry :  and  divers  of  such 
libels,  beinff  composed  only  of  the  said 
report:  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured  in  his  trade,  and  the  reputation  of 
his  oil  iinured,  and  the  sale^  diminished ; 
with  ali^tions  of  special  damage: 
Held,  that  the  declaration  disclosed  no 
ground  of  action :  dubitante  Wightman 
J.     Young  and  others  v.  Macrae,  264. 

n.  When  a  writer  in  a  newspaper  or 
elsewhere,  in  commenting  on  puolic  mat- 
ters, makes  imputations  on  the  character 
of  tiie  individuals  concerned  in  them, 
which  are  false  and  libellous,  as  bein|^ 
beyond  the  limits  of  fair  comment,  it  is 
no  defence  that  he  bon&  fide  believed  in 
the  truth  of  these  imputations.  Camp* 
beU  V.  Spottiswoode,  769. 

in.  The  plaintiff  published  in  a  news-* 
paper,  of  which  he  was  the  editor  and 
part  proprietor,  a  proposal  for  inserting 
in  it  a  series  of  letters  on  the  duty  of 
evangelizing  the  Chinese,  and  for  pro- 
moting the  circulation  of  the  numbers 
of  the  paper  in  which  those  letters  should 
appear  in  order  to  call  attention  to  the 
importance  of  this  work  of  evangeliza- 
tion. A  series  of  letters  accordingly 
appeared  in  the  newspaper,  and  in  the 
same  numbers  lists  of  sulMcribers  for 
copies  of  the  paper  for  distribution.  In 
an  action  of  libel  against  the  defendant, 
the  publisher  of  another  newspaper,  for 
an  article  commenting  on  the  plaintiff^s 
scheme,  imputing  that  his  rc»l  object 
was  to  promote  the  sale  of  his  paper, 
and  suggesting  that  the  names  or  some 
of  the  subscribers  in  the  lists  were  fic- 
titious, the  jury  found  for  the  plaintifi; 
with  the  addition  that  the  writer  of  the 
article  believed  the  imputations  in  it  to 
be  well  founded :  Held,  that  this  belief 
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DEMISE. 


DISTRICT. 


of  the  defendant  was  no  answer  to  the 
action.    Id. 

DEMISE. 
See  C<mtraet^l3i. 

DEPOSITIONS,  COPY  OP. 
See  Pauper^  Bemovtd  of^  II. 

DEPOSITARY  OF  POLICY. 
See  iiwunmee,  MarinCy  Y.  VI. 

DERIVATIVE  SETTLEMENT. 
See  Evidence^  Secondary^  II. 

DESCRIPTIVE  STATEMENT. 
See  Warrant,  IV.  V. 

DEVISE. 
See  Copyhold,  II.    income  Tax. 

Implied  grant  bj. 

There  is  a  class  of  implied  grants 
by  devise  where  there  is  no  necessity 
for  the  riffht  claimed,  but  where  the 
tenement  is  so  constructed  as  that  parts 
of  it  involve  a  neeettsary  dependance,  in 
order  to  its  enjoyment  m  the  state  it  is 
in  when  devised,  npon  the  adjoining 
tenement.    Pearson  v.  Spencer,  761. 

See  Way  of  Neceseiiy, 
DISTRESS. 

A  declaration  all^^d  that  the  defend- 
ant broke  and  entered  a  dwelling  house 
of  the  plaintiff,  seized  divers  goods  and 
chattels,  carried  them  away,  and  con- 
verted them  to  his  own  use.  Plea,  not 
ffuilty  by  stat.  11  (?.  2.  o.  19.  «.  21. 
The  defendant,  who  was  landlord  to  the 
plaintiff,  from  whom  rent  was  due  to 
film,  had,  in  order  to  make  a  distress, 
entered  on  the  plaintiff's  premises  by 
forcibly  breaking  in  a  wmdow,  and 
seized  and  sold  his  goods ;  Held, 


1.  That  this  mode  of  entry  on  te 

S remises  being  unlawful  in  itself  ren- 
ered  the    defendant  a  tre^Msser  sb 
initio. 

2.  That  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  the  full  value  of  the  goods,  and 
not  that  value  minus  the  sura  due  for 
rent.    AUaeh  v.  Bramiedly  520. 

See  BankrupUy,  VL 

DISTRICT. 
Parish.    See  ParUh, 
Surveyor  of  highway.  See  Higkway^VL 

DOCUMENT. 
Search  for.    See  Evidenee,  Secomdary, 
Shipping.    See  Contract,  ILL 

DRAMATIC    LITERARY   PRO- 
PERTY. 

See  Plartnerikip,  I. 

EASEMENT. 
See  Way. 

ELECTION    OF    CHURCH- 
WARDEN. 

See  Pariah. 

EMPLOYMENT  OF  CHILD. 
See  Print  Worht. 

ENTRY  OF  JUDGMENT. 
See  Covenant  naming  with  Eevermn. 

ESTATE,  SETTLEMENT  BY. 
SeB  Paxq)er,  SetOement  of,  hy  Eeiate. 

ESTOPPEL. 

See  Sm  of  Exchai^,  I.  III.     Copy- 
hoUOh 


EVIDENCE. 
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EVIDENCE. 

CircimiBtaiitial. 

A  person  may  be  conyicted  under 
Stat.  25  &  26  Viei.  c.  114.  «.  2.,  of  hav- 
ing obtained  game  by  unlawfully  going 
on  land  in  search  or  pursuit  of  game,  or 
of  having  used  any  net,  &C.,  for  unlaw- 
fully killmg  or  taking  game,  upon  cir- 
eumstan tial  evidence.  Evohm^  appellant, 
BoUeriU  and  others^  respondents,  787. 

Of  custom.    See  CSutom. 

Declaration  against  interest.     See  Po- 
tenL 

Depositions,  copy  of.    See  PoMper^  Be- 
movai  of^  II. 

Examined    copy   of  judgment.     See 
BaU^  Church. 

Extrinsic   See  Imuranee,  Marine^  IV. 

Of  felony.    See  JtuHee  of  the  Peace. 

Of  partnership.    See  Partnerthip. 

In  reply.    See  Patent, 

Of  irife  against  husband.    See  Vagrant^ 

n. 

Secondary. 

I.  The  Court  of  Queen*8  Bench  has 
jurisdiction  to  review  the  decision  of  a 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  as  to  whether 
sufficient  search  has  been  made  for  a 
document  to  render  secondary  evidence 
of  it  receivable.  The  Queen  v.  The 
Overeeers  of  HincUey^  885. 

II.  On  a  question  of  derivative  settle- 
ment, it  was  alleged  that  the  grandfather 
of  the  pauper  hiul  been  bound  as  parish 
apprentice  sixty . nine  jears  before.  In 
oraer  to  prove  the  mdenture  of  ap- 
prenticeship executed  by  the  parish 
officers,  it  was  shewn  that  ineffectual 
search  for  it  had  been  made  among  the 
papers  of  the  pauper.  Held  sufficient  to 
render  secondary  evidence  receivable, 
although  no  search  had  been  made  among 
the  papers  of  the  master:  per  Blach' 
burn  and  Mellor  J  J. ;  dubitante  Crmnp' 
ton  J.    Id. 

See  also  Oame.     Vagrant. 


EXAMINED  COPY  OF  JUDO- 
MENT. 

See  Bate^  Cknrck* 

EXCHANGE,  BILL  OF. 
See  Biil  of  Exchange. 

EXCUSE  FOR  NON-PERFORM- 
ANCE  OF  CONTRACT. 

See  Contract,  L  DL  V.  VL  VIL  VIIL 

EXECUTION. 
See  Banhruptey,  I. 

EXECUTOR. 
See  Covenant  running  with  Beoereion. 


EXPENSE  OF  MAINTENANCE. 

ee  Paul 
IIL  I\ 


See  Pauper  Lunatic,  and  Bemoval  of,  L 


EXPLOSIVE   PREPARATION  OR 
COMPOSITION. 

See  Chmpowder, 

EXPRESS  WARRANTY. 
See  Warrantif. 

EXTRINSIC  EVIDENCE. 
See  Insurance,  Marine,  IV. 

FAILURE  OF  CONSIDERATION. 
SeeCWrac<,IL 

FELONY,  EVIDENCE  OP. 
See  Juttiee  of  the  Peace,  Juriedietitm  of, 

FICTION. 
See  Bitnhruptcy,  VI.  VII. 

FINE. 
See  Copyhold,  U. 


FINISHING. 
See  Print  Worhe, 


VOL.  III. 


ds 


B.   &   6. 


©78 


FIRE. 


GOODS,  CONFUSION  OF. 


FIRE. 
See  Contract,  VIII. 

FIREWORKS. 
See  Gunpowder, 

FISHERY. 
See  Several  FMery. 

FOG  SIGNALS. 
See  Gunpowder, 

FOOTWAY. 
See  Nuieaneey  V . 

FOREIGN  BILL. 
See  Bm  of  Exchange,  II. 

GAME. 

Under  slat.  25  &  26  Vict.  e.  1 14.  «.  2., 
a  person  may  be  convicted  of  having 
obtained  game  by  unlawfully  going  on 
land  in  search  or  pursuit  of  game,  with- 
out evidence  of  his  having  been  on  any 
particular  land.  Evans,  appellant,  Bot- 
teriQ  and  others,  respondents,  787. 

See  Juttice  of  the  Peace,  Jurisdiction  of,  L 

GAOL  COUNTY  COURT. 
See  Bankruptcy,  IV.  V. 

GARNISHEE. 

A  garnishee,  against  whom  a  judg- 
ment creditor  has  obtained  leave  to  pro- 
ceed by  writ,  calling  upon  him  to  snew 
cause  why  there  should  not  be  execution 
against  him  under  The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1854,  17  &  18  Viet,  c, 
125.  s,  64.,  cannot  be  held  to  bail  or 
arrested  under  slat.  1  &  2  Vict,  e,  110. 
s,  2.  Homer,  executrix,  v.  Luff  and 
others,  818. 

GAS  COMPANY. 
See  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act, 

GENERAL  AVERAGE. 
See  Insurance,  Marine,  VIII. 


GOODS,  CONFUSION  OF. 
See  Conversion, 

GRANT,  IMPLIED. 
See  Derwe.    Way  of  Necessity. 

GUNPOWDER. 

By  Stat.  23  &  24  Vict,  c.  139.  •.  6., 
**  The  following  regulations  shall  be  ob- 
served with  regard  to  the  roanufactore 
of  loaded  percussion  caps,  and  the  ma- 
nufacture and  keeping  of  ammunition, 
fireworks,  fulminating  mercury,  or  any 
other  preparation  or  composition  of  an 
explosive  nature ;  ^that  is  to  ssy), — ^no 
such  manufacture  shall  be  carried  on 
without  sui'h  licence  for  that  purpose 
as  hereinafter  mentioned,  or  within  the 
respective  distances  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, and  set  opposite  to  the  descrip- 
tions of  the  respective  articles ;  (that  is 
to  say),  percussion  caps  50  yards,  am- 
munition 100  yards,  fireworks  50  yards, 
fulminating  mercury  or  other  prepara- 
tion or  composition  of  equally  explosive 
Eower  100  yards,  from  an^  dwelling 
ouse  or  any  building  in  which  persons 
not  connected  with  the  same  manufac- 
ture are  employed.**  Sect.  7  imposes  a 
penalty  for  making  percussion  caps,  or 
making  or  keeping  ammunitaoo,  fire- 
works, fulminating  mercury  or  other 
explosive  preparation  or  composition, 
contrary  to  the  Act.  Sect.  9  imposes  a 
penalty  for  throwing,  casting,  or  firing 
any  squib,  serpent,  rocket,  or  other  ^re- 
work  in  or  into  any  thoroughfare  or 
public  place.  By  sect.  11  the  connty 
justices  in  Quarter  Sessions,  and  the 
councils  of  boroughs,  may  license  pUw^es 
for  the  making  of  loaded  percussion 
caps,  and  for  Uie  making  and  keeping 
respectively  of  ammunition,  fireworks, 
fulminating  mercury,  or  other  explosive 
preparations  or  compositions;  and  by 
sect.  13,  such  licenses  may  be  granted 
conditionally  upon  precautionary  mea- 
sures being  taken  and  maintained.  Upon 
an  information  which  charged  L,  with 
making  and  keeping  fireworks  explosive 
preparations  ana  compositions  in  a  build- 
mg  wherein  by  the  Act  it  was  not  lawful 
to  make  and  keep  them,  it  appeared  that 
fog  signals  were  manufacturcMl  and  kept 
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npun  his  premisea,  that  he  had  not  ob- 
tained a  license  for  their  manufacture, 
and  that  his  premises  were  within  the 
specified  distance  from  other  buildings. 
^OS  signals  are  concave  pieces  of  tin 
filled  with  gunpowder,  and  fitted  with 
nipples  and  percussion  caps,  and  then 
firmlj  attached  to  each  otner,  in  order 
to  secure  the  greatest  amount  of  exolo- 
aive  power.  The  onlj  process  carriea  on 
in  X.*s  premises  was  mechanical.  Fog 
signals  were  made  for  and  used  by  rail- 
way  Companies.  When  the  fog  is  so 
thick  that  the  ordinary  signals  cannot 
easilj  be  seen,  one  of  them  is  placed  on 
the  rails,  and  is  exploded  by  the  pressure 
upon  the  copper  caps  of  the  wheels  of  an 
engine  paasmff  over  it,  making  a  report, 
which  is  heard  at  a  considerable  distance. 
The  construction  of  them  is  attended 
with  some  decree  of  danger  to  the  per- 
sons employed  in  the  manufacture.  Held, 
by  Wightman,  BiatMum  And  Meliar  J J^ 
VoMwH  C.  J.  dubitante,  that  L,  was 
liable  to  a  penalty.  Semble,  per  W^ht- 
man  J.,  that  fog  signals  are  fireworks, 
and  therefore  Z.  was  liable  for  making 
and  keeping  them  contrary  to  sect.  7 ; 
and  per  Blackimm  and  Mellor  ZJ^  L. 
was  liable  for  making  them  in  a  place 
not  licensed,  contrary  to  sect.  6.  BlWy 
appellanty  Xt2Zey,  respondentf  128. 

HIGHWAY. 

I.  The  owner  of  land  on  both  sides  of 
a  highway,  who  claimed  the  grass  and 
herbage  growing  on  such  parts  of  it  as 
were  not  graveued,  put  his  cattle  under 
the  care  of  a  servant,  but  who  had  no 
hold  of  them,  to  graze  upon  it :  Held, 
that  they  were  not  turned  loose  within 
the  meaning  of  The  Metropolitan  Police 
Act,  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  47.  «.  54,  cioaue  2. 
Sherbom  the  yotatger^  appellant,  WelU^ 
respondent,  784. 

II.  Under  stat.  14  &  15  Vict  c,  16., 
districts  were  formed  and  highway 
boards  constituted  for  the  management 
of  highways  in  South  Wales^  and  district 
surveyors  were  appointed.  By  stat  23 
&  24  Vict.  e.  68.  «.  6.,  the  district  sur- 
veyor is  to  have  **  all  duties,  powers,  and 
responsibilities  as  regards  tne  parishes 
in  such  district,  of  a  surveyor  elected 
under-  stat.  4  k  5  W.  4.  e.  50. ;  "  and 
all  acts  and  provisions  not  hereby  re- 
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pealed,  applicable  to  such  lapt  mentioned 
surveyor,  shall,  save  as  herein  otherwise 
provided,  apply  in  like  manner  to  a  sur* 
veyor  of  highwavs  of  a  district  appointed 
under  this  Act  r  and  by  sect.  43,  except 
as  otherwise  provided,  all  the  provisions 
of  stat.  5  &  6  TF.  4.  c  50.  were  to  remain 
in  force  and  be  applicable  to  the  high- 
ways to  be  managed  under  the  later 
Act,  and  the  two  Acts  were  to  be  con- 
strued together  as  one  Act.  Sect.  40  re- 
enacted  sect.  90  of  stat.  5  &  6  TF.  4. 
c.  50.,  substituting  a  summons  on  the 
district  surveyor  for  a  summons  on  the 
parish  surveyor;  but  sect.  95  of  the 
earlier  Act  was  not  expressly  re- enacted. 
Held,  that  that  section  rt^mained  in 
force ;  and  therefore  where,  on  the  hear- 
ing of  a  summons  against  the  district 
surveyor  for  the  non-repair  of  a  high- 
way in  South  WaUs,  he  denies,  on  behalf 
of  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish,  the  obli- 
gation to  repair,  the  justices  may  direct 
an  indictment  to  be  preferred  against 
the  parish.  The  Queen  t.  James  and 
another,  901. 

Non-repair  of. 

Bv  stat.  5  &  6  TT.  4.  c.  50.  «.  95.,  if  on 
the  hearing  of  a  summons  resp|ecting  the 
repair  of  a  highway  the  inhabitants  of  a 
parish,  or  other  party  charged  therewith, 
deny  their  liability  to  repair,  the  justices 
shall  direct  a  bill  of  indictment  to  be  pre- 
ferred at  the  next' Assizes  or  Quarter 
Sessions  ;  **  and  the  costs  of  such  prose- 
cution shall  be  directed  by  the  Judge  of 
Assize  before  whom  the  said  indictment 
is  tried,  or  by  the  justices  at  such 
Quarter  Sessions,"  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
highway  rate.  Under  this  section,^  an 
inaictment  having  been  directed  by  jus- 
tices to  be  preferred,  a  bill  was  found  at 
the  Spring  Assizes,  and  at  the  following 
Summer  Assizes  the  defendants  pleaded 
guilty,  having  sopie  days  before  given 
notice  to  the  prosecutor  of  their  inten- 
tion to  do  so :  Held,  that  the  Judge  had 
power  to  direct  the  costs  of  the  prosecu* 
tion  to  be  psid  out  of  the  highway  rate. 
The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabiiants  of  HaeU' 
fnerff  319. 

Rate.    See  RatCy  Highway. 

HOME  COUNTY  COURT. 
See  Bankruptcy,  lY. 
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HOSTILITIES. 


INDORSEE. 


HOSTILITIES. 
See  Ifusuranee^  Marine,  I.  II. 


Condition. 
VIIL 


IMPLIED 
See  Contract,  Y.Y1.YIL 


Grant.    See  Devise,    Way  of  Neceui^, 
Warranty.    See  Contract,  VIL 

INCOME  TAX. 

The  Duke  of  S.  deTised  certain  farms 
and  hereditaments  to  trustees  to  secure 
a  yearly  rent  charge  to  his  wife,  the 
Duchess  of  S.,  for  life,  to  be  paid  by  two 
half  yearly  payments  in  every  year, 
*'  without  any  deduction  or  abatement 
whatsoever  on  account  of  any  taxes, 
charges,  impositions  or  assessments  al- 
ready or  to  be  thereafter  taxed,  charged, 
assessed  or  imposed  on  the  same  heredi- 
taments, or  on  the  said  rent  charge,  or 
on  the  said  Duchess  or  her  assigns  in 
respect  thereof,  by  authority  of  Parlia- 
ment or  otherwise  howsoever.'*  Pay- 
ment of  this  rent  charge  was  secured  by 
powers  of  distress  and  entry  reserved  to 
the  Duchess,  and  by  a  term  of  years 
created  in  the  trustees:  Held,  that  the 
Duchess  was  entitled  to  have  the  rent 
charge  paid  to  her  in  full,  and  free  from 
deduction  in  respect  of  income  tax  im- 
posed under  the  5  &  6  Viet,  c,  95.  or 
subsequent  Acts.  Per  the  Exch.  Cham- 
ber, consisting  of  Erie  C.  J.,  PoUock 
C.  B.,  WiUiams,  WiUee  and  ByUe  J  J.,  and 
Martin  and  ChanneU^'B. :  reversing  the 
decision  of  the  Queen*s  Bench,  consisting 
of  Wightman  and  Blachhum  JJ.  Feet- 
tntr  V.  Taylor  and  the  Dowager  Ducheee 
of  Somereet,  217. 

INDENTURE   OF   APPRENTICE. 
SHIP. 

See  Evidence,  Secondary,  II. 

INDICTMENT. 

See  Highwoy,  I.,  and  Non^repair  of. 

Vexatious.     See  Highway.      Vexatious 
Indictments. 


INDORSEE. 
See  Bill  of  Exchange. 

INDORSEMENT. 
See  Bia  of  Exchange. 

INDORSEE. 
See  BiU  of  Exchange. 

INFORMATION  BEFORE  JUS- 
TICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 

See  Justice  of  the  Peac^,  IIL  IV.,  and 
Jurisdiction  of,  L 

INSURANCE. 
Life. 

L  In  1855,  the  plaintiff  having  been 
for  twenty  years  clerk  in  a  bank  of 
which  P.  was  the  managing  partner,  his 
salary  was  increased  from  2002.  to  6001. 
a  year,  and  was  to  continue  at  that 
amount  for  seven  years.  Before  this 
the  plaintiff  bad  received  advances 
from  the  bank  to  the  amount  of  47002. 
P.  had  told  him  that^  during*  his  (Ped- 
der*s)  life*  he  should  never  be  called 
upon  for  the  money ;  and  in  1856,  he 
being  desirous  to  secure  himself,  in  the 
event  of  P.*s  death,  with  bia  perminioa 
insured  his  life,  with  a  certain  Insurance 
Compan^r,  for  50002. ;  and  in  1857,  his 
debt  having  increased  to  60002L,  he,  with 
the  consent  of  P.,  effected  a  further 
policy  of  insurance  for  2500/.  in  another 
Insurance  Company.  P.  died  on  the 
21st  March,  1861  :  the  bank  stopped 
payment  in  the  same  year,  and  inspectors 
were  appointed,  to  whom  the  nlaintiff 
oaid  the  50002.  which  he  receivea  on  the 
nrst  policy.  In  an  action  on  the  second 
policy,  held, 

1.  That  the  pluntiff  had  not  an  insur- 
able interest  in  the  life  of  P.,  within  stat. 
14  O,  3.  e.  48.  «.  1.,  by  reason  of  the 
bare  promise  of  P.  that  he  would  not, 
during  his  life,  enforce  payment  of  the 
debt  due  to  the  bank  from  the  plaintiff. 

2.  That  the  plaintiff  had  an  insurable 
interest  in  the  life  of  P.,  within  that 
statute,  arising  from  the  engagement  by 
P.  to  employ  him  for  seven  years  at  a 
sidary  of  6002.  a  year,  to  the  extent  of 
as  much  of  the  period  of  seven  ^ears  as 
remained  at  the  time  the  policy  was 
effected. 


INSURANCE. 
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3.  That  the  payment  of  0000/.  on  the 
first  policy  was  a  bar  to  the  plaintifTs 
claim  by  virtue  of  stat.  14  O.  3.  e.  48. 
s.  3.    Hebdon  t.  Wetty  579. 

II.  A  life  jpolicy  of  insurance  was 
entered  into  with  a  Company  on  the  life 
of  H,  F,y  which  was  founaed  on  a  written 
declaration  of  the  assured  ai^reed  to  be 
the  basis  of  the  contract  between  the 
parties,  and  contained  a  proviso  that 
*'  if  any  statement  in  the  declaration 
(which  declaration  should  be  considered 
as  much  a  part  of  that  policy  as  if  the 
same  had  been  actually  set  forth  therein) 
was  untrue,  or  if  the  assurance  by  the 
policy  should  have  been  effected  by  or 
through  any  wilful  misrepresentation, 
concealment  or  false  averment  whatso- 
ever, or  if  the  said  H.  F.  should  go  to 
any  place  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe^ 
&c.,  the  policy  should  be  void,  and  all 
monies  paid  in  respect  thereof  should  be 
forfeited  to  the  said  Association.**  The 
proposal  and  declaration  contained  the 
usual  particulars,  and  proceeded  as 
follows :  "  I  do  hereby  declare  that  the 
above  written  particulars  are  correct 
and  true  throughout,  and  I  do  hereby 
a^ee  that  this  proposal  and  declaration 
shall  be  the  basis  of  the  contract  between 
me  and  The  Manchester  and  London 
Life  Assurance  Association^  and  if  it  shall 
hereaAer  appear  that  any  fraudulent 
concealment  or  designedly  untrue  state- 
ment be  contained  tnerein,  then  all  the 
money  which  shall  have  been  paid  on 
account  of  the  assurance  made  in  conse- 
quence hereof  shall  be  forfeited,  and  the 
policy  granted  in  respect  of  such  assur- 
ance shall  be  absolutely  null  and  void.** 
Held,  that,  the  policy  and  declaration 
roust  be  read  U^ether,  and  so  reading 
them  the  policy  was  not  avoided  by  an 
untrue  statement  in  the  declaration,  un- 
less desi^netSif  untrue.  Fowhes  and  an- 
other V.  The  Manchester  and  London 
Life  Assurance  and  Loan  iiMociaftVm,  917. 

Marine. 

I.  The  clause  Hi  an  ordinary  ]^licy 
of  marine  insurance  on  a  ship  and  ^ds 
which  insures  against  losses  occasioned 
by  *'  arrests,  restraints,  and  detainments 
of  all  kings,  princes,  and  people,  of  what 
nation,  condition  or  quality^  soever," 
applies  to  a  seizure  of  tne  ship  in  con- 


sequence of  an  embargo  laid  on  her  by 
the  Sovereign  of  the  country  of  the  as- 
sured, for  iSe  purpose  of  carrying  on  a 
war  with  another  power  i  per  Crompton 
SLndBiachbum  J  J.  in  this  Court:  and 
affirmed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
per  Erie  C.  J.  WiUianu  and  Keating  J  J., 
and  BramweU  B.;  dubitante  PoUoeh 
C.  B.    Aubert  and  another  v.  Grayy  183, 

II.  Tliere  is  a  distinction  in  this  re- 
spect between  an  embargo,  in  a  time 
when  there  is  peace  between  the  coun- 
tries of  the  insurer  and  the  assured, 
laid  on  for  a  purpose  wholly  unconnected 
with  hostility  either  existing  or  expected, 
and  an  embargo  connected  with  such 
hostility:  per  the  same  Judges  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber.    Id. 

III.  Qumre,  if  the  act  of  seizure  was 
a  lawful  act  under  the  municipal  law  of 
the  country  of  the  assured?  per  the 
same  Judges  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber. 
Id. 

IV.  Declaration  on  a  policy  by  which 
the  plaintiffs  were  assured  ^*at  and  from 
all  or  any  ports  and  places  in  the  Clyde^ 
or  from  Liverpool^  to  Kurraehee  or  Cal- 
cutta, and  for  the  space  of  thirty  days 
afler  her  arrival  at  her  port,  upon  the 
body,  tackle,  apparel,  ordnance,  muni- 
tion,  artillery,  boat  and  other  furniture 
of  and  in  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called 
The  Ganges,  a  steamer."  There  were 
pleas  of  unseaworthiness  and  of  undue 
concealment,  on  which  issues  were  joined. 
lite  Ganges  was  built  for  navigating  the 
Indus,  and  was  on  this  account  of  such  a 
construction  as  to  be  unfit  generally  for 
ocean  navis^ation.  Every  thing  however 
was  done  toat  possibly  could  be  done  by 
temporary  appliances  to  render  a  vessel 
of  her  construction  as  strong  as  she  could 
be  made  to  encounter  the  perils  of  the 
voyage  insured.  The  assured  had,  before 
the  policy  was  entered  into,  informed 
the  oefendants  of  the  original  construc- 
tion and  character  of  the  The  Ganges, 
telling  them  at  the  same  time  that  the 
additional  strengthening  contemplated 
was  then  in  progress,  and  that  every 
thing  possible  would  be  done  to  streng- 
then and  fit  her  for  the  voyage.  An 
additional  premium  was  paid  commen- 
surate to  the  increased  risk  arising  from 
the  character  of  the  vessel. 

1.  Held,  that  the  warranty  of  sea- 
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worthiness  must  be  taken  to  be}  limited 
to*tbe  capacity  of  the  vessel,  and  there- 
fore was  satisfied  if,  at  the  commencement 
of  the  risk,  the  vessel  was  made  as  sea- 
worthy as  she  was  capable  of  being  made : 
though  it  might  not  make  her  as  fit  for 
the  voyage  as  would  have  been  usual 
and  proper  if  the  adventure  had  been 
that  of  sending  out  an  ordinary  sea-going 
vessel. 

2.  That  eitrinsic  evidence  as  to  the 
character  of  the  vessel  was  admissible. 
Burgei  and  another  v.  Wickham  and 
another^  669. 

y.  The  defKwit  of  a  policy  of  insu- 
rance on  a  ship  at  sea,  which  is  after- 
wards injured  oj  perils  insured  against 
and  condemned,  does  not  invest  the  de- 
positary with  implied  authority  to  give 
notice  to  the  underwriter  of  abandon- 
ment as  for  a  total  loss.  Jardine  and 
others  v.  Leathley^  700. 

VI.  Q^tere^  if  there  were  a  mortgage 
of  the  ship  P  Id. 

VII.  By  memorandum  of  charter- 
porty,  dated  London^  it  was  agreed  be- 
tween il.^., therein  described  as  "owner 
of  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  TheM,^ 
of  420  tons  or  thereabouts,  now  in  the 
port  of  Amsterdam,'*  and  C.  D.,  that  the 
said  ship,  being  tight  staunch,  strong, 
and  every  way  fitted  and  ready  for  the 
voyage,  should,  with  all  possible  des- 
patch, proceed  direct  to  N.  ^c."  In  an 
action  by  the  shipowner  against  the 
charterer  for  not  loading  the  agreed 
cargo:  held,  by  Erie  C.  J.,  PoUock 
C.  B.,  Williams  and  Keatinf^  J  J.,  and 
Channel! B.,  reversingthe  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 

1.  That  the  words  **  now  in  the  port 
of  Amsterdam^'  amounted  to  a  war- 
ranty or  condition  precedent  to  the 
contract  that  the  ship  was  there  at 
the  time  of  making  the  memorandum 
of  charter-party. 

ii.  That  tha  question  was  properly 
raised  by  a  plea  that  at  the  time 
of  making  the  charter-party^  time 
and  the  tnen  situation  of  tne  ship 
were  material  and  essential  parts  of 
the  contract:  although  it  should 
seem  the  question  might  also  be 
raised  by  pleading  the  material  cir- 
cumstances on  which  tl)e  defendant 


relied  as  leading  to  the  coostmction 
which  the  plea  sought  to  put  on  the 
instrument.    Bekn  v.  Bwmess^  751 . 

VIII.  In  a  policy  of  insurance  upon 
a  steamer,  in  the  ordinarj  form,  the 
hull  and  the  machinery  were  separately 
valued,  with  a  clause,  "average  pajr- 
able  on  the  whole  or  on  eaui  as  if 
separately  insured.**  The  steamer  had 
discharged  her  cargo  at  C,  and  while 
she  lay  there  without  any  cargo  on  bcMinl 
her  hull  was  damaged  by  fire.  The  cost 
of  repairs  to  the  hull  amounted,  afler  a 
deduction  of  the  usual  one-third,  to 
386/.  12i.  6d,  including  the  sum  of 
9/.  Of.  Id  for  Uogd's  surveyor's  fees. 
An  .additional  sum  of  55l»5s.lOd,  was  ex- 
pended in  extinguishing  the  fire.  It  was 
proposed  to  add  this  to  the  other  sum,  to 
as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  common 
9  per  cent,  memorandum.  Held,  in  an 
action  for  particular  average  on  the  hull; 
per  Cockbitm  C.  J.  and  Crompio*  J. ; 
that  assuming  these  expenses  to  be  par- 
ticular and  not  general  average,  they 
must  be  apportioned  to  the  hull  and 
machinery  according  to  their  respective 
values,  and  that  only  the  sum  due  for 
the  hull  could  be  added  to  the  direct 
loss  on  the  hull.  Oppenkeim  tad  others 
V.  Fry,  873. 

IX.  Per  BJaMum  J.  The  parties 
in  the  preceding  case  must  be  under- 
stood to  have  agreed  that  any  expendi- 
ture incurred  entirely  and  exclusively 
for  saving  the  whole  subject  of  insur# 
ance,  should,  for  the  purpose  of  adjust- 
ing the  loss  on  the  policy,  be  treated  as 
general  average,    le/. 

X.  SemUe,  per  BlacUnam  J.,  where  a 
voluntary  sacrifice  is  made  for  the  benefit 
of  the  whole  adventure,  it  is  genotd 
average,  whether  the  ship  and  carvo  and 
freight  belong  to  one  only  or  to  different 
adventurers,  or  whether  they  are  par- 
tially interested.    Id. 

See  Warranty. 

INSURABLE  INTEREST. 
See  ifuurofiee.  Life,  L 

INTERFERElJCE  OF  COURT. 
See  Vexatious  Indictments^  IL 


INTERPLETADER. 


JUDGMENT. 


983 


INTERPLEADER. 
See  Caurty  Contempt  of. 

IRISH  PAUPER, 
See  Payper  Lunatic^  II L 

IRREMOVABILITY. 

See    Payper  Lunatic^  I.  III.  IV.,  and 
Retnaval  of,  IV,  V. 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 
See  Company,  Joint  Stock, 

JUDGE. 

Action  against. 

An  action  does  not  lie  against  a  Judge 
of  one  of  the  superior  Courts  for  a 
iudicial  act,  though  it  be  alleged  to  have 
been  done  malicious!/  and  corruptly. 
Ronanna  Dupin  Fray  y.  Sir  Uolitt 
Blaekbum,  Knight,  576. 

Consent  of.     See  Vexatiovu  Indictmente, 

Misdirection  by.    See  Bate,  Chtirch, 

And  jury,  functions  of. 

I.  Whether  a  descriptive  statement  in 
a  written  instrument  is  a  mere  repre- 
sentation or  a  substantive  part  of  the 
contract  is  a  question  of  construction 
which  the  Court,  and  not  the  jury,  must 
determine.    Behn  v.  Bumesa,  751. 

II.  When  that  question  is  raised  by 
pleading,  the  Court  may,  in  aid  of  the 
construction,  take  into  consideration  the 
surrounding  circumstances ;  such  as  the 
circumstances  under  which,  and  the  pur- 
poses for  which,  the  charter  party  was 
entered  into :  aliter  if  the  question  is 
raised  by  demurrer  or  on  an  application 
for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.  Id. 

III.  If  the  former,  the  question  arises 
whether  that  part  of  the  contract  is  a 
condition  precedent  or  only  an  indepen- 
dent agreement,  a  breaish  of  which  will 
not  justify  a  repudiation  of  the  contract, 
but  will  only  be  a  cause  of  action  for  a 
compensation  in  damages.    Id, 

See  Contract,  III. 


JUDGMENT. 

Action  on.    See  Action  on  Judgment. 

Creditor.    See  Oamuhee, 

Entry  of.     See  Cooenant  running  with 
Bevernon, 

In  replevin.    See  Bate,  Church. 
Summons.    See  Court,  County, 11, 

JURISDICTION. 

See  Evidence,  Secondary,  I.    Justice  of 
the  Peace,  Jurisdiction  of,  I. 

JURY. 
See  Judge. 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 

I.  Justices  of  the  peace  are  bound  by 
Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.c.  43.  s.  14.  to  lodge 
with  the  clerk  of  the  peace  all  summary 
convictions  which  take  place  before  them, 
in  order  that  the  same  may  be  filed 
among  the  records  of  the  Quarter  Ses- 
sions.   Ex  parte  Hayward,  546. 

II.  A  mandamus  does  not  lie  to  their 
clerk  for  this  purpose,  even  though  he 
may  have  received  the  fees  for  drawing 
up  such  convictions  allowed  under 
sect.  30  of  that  Act.    Id. 

III.  A  party  convicted  by  justices  on 
an  information  applied  to  them  for  a  case 
for  a  superior  Court,  under  stat.  20&  21 
Vict.  c.  43.  $.  2.  The  case  was  delivered 
by  the  justices*  clerk  to  the  appellant's 
attorney  on  the  31st  December,  1862, 
who  gave  notice  of  appeal  and  a  copy 
to  the  opposite  attorney ;  and  on  the  1st 
January,  1863,  sent  by  post  the  original 
to  his  London  agent  to  be  lodged  in 
Court.  The  jAmdon  agent  received  the 
case  the  next  day,  but  did  not  lodge  it 
until  the  10th:  held  that  the  case  had 
not  been  duly  transmitted  to  the  Court 
according  to  the  statute.  In  re  Bemke, 
appellaut,  Goodwin,  respondent,  54S. 

IV.  Quare  whether,  if  such  a  case  is 
duly  put  into  a  regular  course  of  trans- 
mission to  the  C/Ourt,  e.  g.  by  post,  and 
does  not  reach  it  within  time  i>4  cuuse- 
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quence  of  something  orer  which  the 
sender  has  no  control,  this  is  a  compli- 
ance with  the  statute.    Id. 

Action  against.    See  Bate^  Church. 

Jurisdiction  of. 

I.  Upon  an  information  under  -stat. 
1  &  2  IF.  4.  tf.  82. «.  30.  for  a  trespass  in 
search  of  game  on  land  in  the  occupation 
of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  the  defendant 
asserted  that  the  land  was  not,  as  allied 
bj  the  informant,  common  or  waste  land 
within  the  manor,  but  was  land  vested  in 
the  inhabitant  householders  of  certain 
parishes  under  an  inclosure  award,  and 
claimed  a  prescriptive  right  to  kill  game 
on  the  land,  but  did  not  shew  that  he 
was  an  inhabitant  householder  of  either 
of  those  parishes.  The  justices  con- 
victed the  defendant;  and  in  a  case, 
stated  under  stat.  20  ^  31  Vict.  c.  43., 
set  out  the  evidence  upon  which  they 
decided  that  the  land  was  waste  or  com- 
mon of  the  manor,  and  found  that  the 
defendant  had  no  ground  for  believing 
that  he  had  the  right  of  shooting  o?er  it. 
B7  stat.  I  &  2  TT.  4.  c.  32.  «.  30.  it  is  pro- 
vided, "that  any  person  chained  with 
any  such  trespass  shall  be  at  nberty  to 
prove,  by  way  of  defence,  any  matter 
which  would  nave  been  a  defence  to  an 
action  at  law  for  such  trespass.**    Held, 

1 .  That  the  j  urisdiction  of  the  J  ustices 
was  not  ousted  by  the  claim  of  a  pre- 
scrintive  right  in  gross  to  kill  game  on 
the  land,  there  being  no  colour  for  such 
a  claim : 

2.  Nor  by  the  assertion  that  the  land 
was  not  in  the  occupation  of  the  lord  of 
the  manor,  but  was  vested  in  other  per- 
sons, as  the  claim  of  title  to  oust  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justices  must  be  a 
claim  of  title  in  the  party  charged,  and 
not  in  a  third  person : 

3.  Held  by  Cockbum  C.  J.,  Blackburn 
and  Mellor  JJ.,  that,  there  being  evi- 
dence before  the  justices  of  the  land 
being  in  the  occupation  of  the  lord  of 
the  manor,  this  Court  ought  not  to  review 
their  decision.  But,  by  WightmanJ.^ 
that,  the  evidence  being  set  out,  this 
Court  might  review  their  decision  and 
reverse  it,  if  it  appeared  that  they  had 
come  to  a  wrong  conclusion.  ComweU^ 
appellant,  Sanders^  respondent,  206. 


n.  Under  24  &25  Fwrf.e.  100. «. ^.,a 
female  charged  a  man  before  jusiicea  of 
the  peace  with  an  assault,  and  on  her 
examination  deposed  not  only  that  he 
had  assaulted  her  and  hurt  her  knee,  but 
that  he  had  connexion  with  her,  tlionch 
she  "  did  not  consent,  and  did  what  Mie 
could  to  resbt  him.**  The  other  evidence 
shewed  that  the  part  of  her  statement 
which  related  to  indecent  assault  wu 
very  improbable,  and  the  justicea,  £a- 
believing  it,  convicted  him  of  an  assault : 
Held  that  thev  had  jurisdiction  to  do 
so,  although  the  evidence,  if  believed, 
disclosed  a  felony.  WUldntom^  appellant, 
XhOkm^  Twpoodeatf  W. 

See  Highway^  II.,  €md  Nam-repair  of. 
Loan  Society.  Matter  and  Servant^ 
I.  Rate,Chvrch.  PmUw  HcaUk  Aet, 
IV.  V. 

KINGSTON     UPON    HULL     IM^ 
PROVEMENT  ACT. 

See  PubUc  ffeaUh  Act^  I. 


LAKES,  SOIL  OF. 

Quare,  whether  the  soil  of  lakea,  like 
that  of  fresh  water  rivers,  priml^  &cie 
belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  land  or  of 
the  manors  on  either  side,  ad  medium 
filum  a(]^u8e,  or  whether  it  belongs  to  the 
kinffin  right  of  his  prerogative.  Marekidl 
V.  The  UUeewater  Steam  NavigaHcm 
Company  {Limited)^  732. 

LANDLOCKED  PROPERTT. 
See  Way  ofNeceuUy. 

LANDLORD. 
See  Bakkrvptey^  YI.  YIL 

LANDS    CLAUSES  CONSOLIDA- 
TION ACT. 

See  Company^  BaSway^  II. 

LIBEL. 
See  VefamatioHt  Likely  Y. 


UEN. 


MALA  FIDES. 
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LIEN. 
See  jBoaAn^ey,  L 

LIFE  INSURANCE. 
See  /iwuroncf ,  Z(/«. 

LIGHTING. 
See  Metropolis  Local  Management  Aet^  I. 

LIMITATION  OF  TIME. 
See  Public  Health  Act,  I.  TV. 

LIQUIDATORS. 
See  Company,  Joint  Stock,  L 

LITERARY  PROPERTY, 
DRAMATIC. 

See  Partnerihip,  I. 

LOAN  SOCIETY. 

An  order  for  payment  made  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  under  The  Loan 
Society  Act,  3  &  4  Vict,  c,  110.,  must  be 
for  immediaie  payment :  he  haa  no  juris- 
diction to  order  payment  in  a  certain 
time  from  making  the  order.  Parker, 
appellant,  Boughey,  respondent,  43. 

LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  ACT. 
See  PMic  Health  Act,  lY . 

LOCALITY. 
See  Nmeance^  I.  II. 

LONDON  CITY   SMALL  DEBTS 
ACT. 

See  Court,  Couniy,  U. 

LUNATIC. 
See  Pauper  LunaHc. 

MAINTENANCE. 

See  Pauper  Lunatic,  and  Removal  of,  I. 
II.  III. 


MALA  FIDES. 
See  Contract,  lY. 

MALICE. 
See  «/tM^e,  Action  againet, 

MANDAMUS. 

See  Justice  of  the  Peace,  U.    PuHie 
Health  Act,  L 

MANURE. 
See  Turnpike,  II.  IIL 

MARINE  INSURANCE. 
See  Insurance,  Marine. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

I.  Upon  a  complaint  under  stat.  20 
O,  %  c,  19.  8.  I.,  by  an  artificer  against 
his  master  for  nonpayment  of  wages,  the 
justices  may  make  a  deduction  from  the 
waffes  on  the  ground  that  the  work  was 
badly  done.  Sharp,  appellant,  Hains" 
worA,  respondent,  139. 

n.  If  the  keeper  of  a  place  of  public 
resort  instructs  his  serrant  to  manage  it 
in  such  a  way  as  to  be  a  violation  of 
Stat.  3  &  8  Vict.  c.  47.  s.  44.,  and  the 
servant  does  so,  the  master  is  guilty  of 
an  offence  within  that  Act,  and  the  ser* 
vant  is  guilty  as  aiding  and  abetting  him 
within  Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43.  t.  5. 
Wilson,  appellant,  V.  Stewart,  respondent, 
913. 

MATTER  OF  CONTRACT 
DESTROYED. 

See  Contract,  V.  VI.  VH.  VIH. 

MEASURE  OF  DAMAGE. 
See  Distress, 

MEMORANDA. 
!  Trinity  Vacation,  1862,  100. 
Michaelmas  Term,  1862,  304. 
Michaelmas  Vacation,  1862,  328. 
Hilary  Vacation,  1863,  768. 
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MEMORANDUM,  COMMON. 
See  Inaurance^  Marine^  Vlll. 

METROPOLIS  LOCAL  MA- 
NAGEMENT  ACT. 

L  VauxhaU  Bridge  was  built  by  a 
Company  under  stat.  49  O.  S.  e.  cxlii^ 
by  which  they  were  empowered  to  make 
(amonji^t  otoers)  a  road  leading^  from 
the  bridge  to  the  turnpike  road  in  the 
parish  of  Lambeth,  and  were  required  to 
put  up  lamp-posts  and  lamps  for  lighting 
the  bridge,  and  upon  the  sides  of  it,  and 
also  upon  the  sides  of  the  road,  under 
pain  of  being  indicted ;  and  the  tolls 
were  to  be  applied  in  lighting  the 
bridge  and  road.  Half  the  bridge  which 
adjoins  the  county  of  Surrey  was  to  be 
deemed  in  the  parish  of  Lambeth^  but 
was  not  to  be  deemed  a  county  bridge 
80  as  to  subject  the  county  or  parish  to 
the  ref)airs  of  the  bridge  or  road.  By 
a  lighting  and  paving  Act,  9  &  10  Vict, 
e,  cccL,  Commissioners  were  appointed 
for  putting  that  Act  into  execution ;  by 
sect.  50  they  were  authorized  and  em- 
powered to  cause  (amongst  others)  the 
road  to  the  middle  of  VauxhaU  Bridge  to 
be  kept  properly  lighted ;  and  by  sect. 
54  it  was  enacted  that  it  should  be  lawful 
for  them  to  cause  such  of  the  streets  as 
they  should  think  proper  to  be  lighted  ; 
and  by  sect.  62  *Uhe  present  lamps  and 
lamp-posts  in  the  streets  and  other 
places  within  the  district  or  limits  men- 
tioned in  the  Act,  and  which  shall  or 
may  hereafter  be  erected  or  fixed  by 
virtue  of  that  Act,  shall  belong  to  and 
be  the  property  of  the  Commissioners.** 
By  The  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.  9,  90.,  all  the 
duties,  powers  and  authorities  for  and 
in  relation  to  the  lighting  any  parish 
mentioned  in  the  Schedule  (A.)  (Zam- 
heth  beini;  one),  or  any  part  of  such 
parish,  which  at  the  passing  of  the  Act 
were  vested  in  any  Commissioners  or  in 
any  other  body  than  the  vestry  of  such 
parish,  are  to  be  vested  in  and  per- 
formed by  the  vestry ;  and  by  sect.  98 
all  property,  matters  and  things  vested 
in  such  Commissioners  or  other  body, 
in  connection  with  any  such  duties  or 


powers,  are  rested  in  the  vestry  of  the 
parish.  By  sect.  ISO  the  vestry  shall 
cause  the  several  streets  within  their 
parish  to  be  well  and  sufficiently  lighted ; 
and  by  sect.  250  the  word  ^  street**  ap- 
plies to  and  includes  any  bridge  not 
oeing  a  county  bridge.  Held  that,  by 
Stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  occl.,  the  ppopcrtv 
in  the  lamps  along  the  road  and  on  half 
the  bridge  was  rested  in  the  Commis- 
sioners ;  and  the  obligation  to  light  the 
road  and  half  the  bridge  was  transferred 
from  the  Bridse  Company  to  the  Com- 
missioners ;  and  by  The  Aletropolis  IjocaX 
Management  Act,  18  &  19  Ftcf.  c.  120. 
M.  90.  and  93.,  the  property  in  such 
lamps  and  the  obligation  to  light  die 
brio^  were  transferred  from  the  Com- 
missioners to  the  vestry  of  the  parish  of 
Lamhetii. 

Sembte,  if  stat.  9  ft  10  VieL  c.  occl. 
had  not  transferred  the  obligation  and 
the  property  irom  the  Bridge  Company 
to  tne  Commissioners,  they  would  be 
transferred  to  the  vestry  from  the  Bridge 
Company  by  sect.  90  of  stat.  18  &  19 
Vict.  c.  120.  The  Queen  t.  The  VcMirg 
of  Lambeth^  1. 

II.  The  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act,  18  ft  19  VicL  c,  120.  «.  161., 
enacts  that  the  sewers  rate  shall  be 
levied  on  the  persons  and  in  respect  of 
the  property  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the 
poor,  and  shall  be  assessed  upon  the  net 
annual  value  of  such  property  ascer- 
tained by  the  rate  for  the  time  being  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor.  Sect.  163  pro- 
vides that  the  sewers  rate  shall,  as  re- 
gards land  used  as  arable,  meadow,  or 
pasture  ground  only,  or  as  woodland, 
orchard,  market  garden,  hop,  herb, 
flower,  fruit,  or  nursery  ground,  be 
assessed  and  levied  in  the  proportion  of 
one-fourth  part  only  of  the  net  annual 
value.  And  sect.  164  provides  ^that 
where  any  property  was  at  the  time  of 
the  issuing  of  the  first  commission  under 
the  said  Act  of  the  11  ft  12  Viet,  c  112. 
(The  Metropolitan  Commissions  of 
Sewers  Act),  entitled  to  exemption  from 
or  to  anv  reduction  or  allowance  in 
respect  of  the  sewers  rate,  such  czemp* 
tion,  reduction,  or  allowance  shaU  be 
observed  and  allowed  in  levying  any 
sewers  rate  under  this  Act.**  On  appeal 
by  a  gas  light  and  coke  Company  a^nst 
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a  sewen  rate,  in  which  they  were  as- 
Bessed  in  respect  of  their  mains  and 
pipes  upon  their  net  annual  ralne  ascer- 
tained bj  the  poor  rate  for  the  time 
being,  the  Sessions,  being  of  opinion 
that  the  appellants  derived  only  half  of 
the  benefit  m  respect  of  their  mains  and 
pipes  as  compared  with  other  property 
m  the  parish,  reduced  the  rate  to  one 
half  the  amount.  Held  that,  inasmuch 
as  the  mains  and  pipes  did  not  fall 
within  the  description  of  property  men- 
tioned in  sect.  163,  nor  within  any  ex- 
emption or  reduction  mentioned  in  sect. 
164,  the  appellants  were  not  entitled  to 
an)r  deduction  on  the  ground  of  the 
mains  and  pipes  deriTing  less  benefit 
than  other  property  from  the  sewers. 
The  Queen  t.  Head  and  The  Metropo- 
Utan  Board  of  Worhe,  419. 


METROPOLITAN  POLICE  ACT. 
See  Convertian,     Highway^  II. 

METROPOLITAN  SEWERS  ACT. 
See  Waier. 

MINING  COMPANY. 
See  Company^  Mining, 

MISDIRECTION  BY  JUDGE. 
See  EaU,  Chnreh. 


MISREPRESENTATION  IN 
POLICY. 

See  Insurance^  Z(/e,  11. 


MONEY. 

Payment  of,  into    Court.     See  Bank- 
Tvpiey^  II.  III.     Couriy  County^  I. 

Had  and  receiyed.    See  Centra^  IL 


MORTGAGE. 
See  Insurance^  Marine^  V.  VI. 


MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 

Occupation  of  an  attorney's  office  en- 
titles a  person  to  be  a  burgess,  and  there- 
fore qualified  to  be  elect^  councillor  of 
a  borough  within  The  Municipal  Corpo- 
rations Act,  5  &  e  W.  4.  e.  76.  s.  9^ 
which  requires  occupation  of  a  ^*  house, 
warehouse,  counting  house,  or  shop.** 
jRe  Creek,  459. 


NECESSARY  WORKS. 
See  Public  HeaUh  Act. 

NECESSITY,  WAY  OF. 
See  Way. 

NEWSPAPER. 
See  DefitmaHon,  Libel,  IL  III. 

NON-REPAIR  OF  HIGHWAY. 
See  Highway. 

NOTICE. 

Of  abandonment.    See  Imuranee,  Ma" 
rine,  V.  VI. 

Of  appeal    Sw  Batiardy  Order. 

Of  dishonour.    See  Bill  of  Exchange^  I. 

Reasonable.    See  BiU  of  Sale. 

NUISANCE. 

I.  An  action  lies  for  a  nubance  to  the 
house  or  land  of  a  person,  wheneyer, 
taking  all  the  circumstances  into  con- 
sideration, including  the  nature  and  ex- 
tent of  the  plaiDtin*s  enjoyment  before 
the  act  complained  of,  the  annoyance  is 
sufficiently  great  to  amount  to  a  nuisance 
according  to  the  ordinary  rule  of  law ; 
and  this  whateyer  the  locality  may  be 
where  the  act  complained  of'^is  done; 
and  where,  on  the  trial  of  such  an  action, 
it  appears  that  the  act  complained  of  was 
done  on  the  land  of  the  aefendant,  the 
jury  cannot  properly  be  asked  whether 
the  causing  ot  the  nuisance  was  a  reason- 


988 


NUISANCE. 
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able  use  by  the  defendant  of  his  own 
land:  per  Erie  C.  J.,  WUUanu  and 
KeaHnf  J  J^  BramweU  and  WiJde  BB., 
reversing  the  decision  of  the  Queen's 
Bench;  Pollock  C.  B.  dissentiente. 
Bam/ard  t.  Tumley^  62. 

IL  In  an  action  for  a  nuisance  arising 
from  the  burning  of  bricks  on  the  de- 
fendant's land  near  to  the  plaintiff's 
house,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant's 
land  and  the  land  upon  which  the  plain- 
tiff's house  stood  were  portions  of  an 
estate  which  had  been  sold  in  lots  as 
building  land ;  and  in  the  particulars  it 
was  stated  that  there  was  abundance  of 
brick  earth  and  grayel,  which,  with  other 
advantages,  presented  an  advantageous 
opportunity  of  carrying  out  safe  and 
profitable  building  operations.  Bricks 
nad  previously  been  made  on  the  spot 
where  the  plaintiff's  house  stood.  The 
Judge  directed  the  jury,  that  if  they 
thought  that  the  spot  was  convenient 
and  proper,  and  the  burning  of  the  bricks 
was,  under  the  circumstances,  a  reason- 
able use  by  the  defendant  of  his  own 
land,  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to 
a  verdict :  held  erroneous :  per  JSrle 
C.  J.,  Williams  and  Keatinf^  JJ.,  J9raffi- 
weU  and  Wilde  BB.,  reversing  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Queen*8  Bench ;  PoUock  C.  B. 
dissentiente.    Id. 

III.  Where  a  person  has  been  con- 
victed^ under  sect.  14  of  The  Nuisances 
Removal  Act  for  England,  1855, 18  &  19 
Vict,  c.  121.,  of  disobeying  an  order  to 
abate  a  nuisance  under  sect.  13,  a  war- 
rant to  levy  the  penalty  imposed  on  the 
conviction  cannot  be  issued  without  a 
previous  summons  under  sect.  20.  The 
Queen  v.  JenkiM,  116. 

lY.  The  owner  of  land  adjoining  a 
public  road  is  under  no  obligation  to 
fence  excavations  in  his  land  umess  they 
are  so  near  to  the  road  as  to  be  danger- 
ous to  persons  lawfully  using  it  ^tiiAr, 
administrator,  v.  The  South  Yorkshire 
Eaihoay  and  River  Dun  Company,  244. 

Y.  Where  a  canaJ  Company  con- 
structed a  canal  by  the  side  of  an  ancient 
public  fbotway,  at  a  distance  of  about 
twenty-four  feet  from  it,  with  a  towing 
path  on  the  bank  of  the  canal,  and  an 
intermediate  space  between  them,  and. 


in  consequence  of  the  acts  of  pemna 
authorised  by  the  Company,  ttie  dis- 
tinction between  the  footway  and  the 
canal  had  become  obliterated:  and  it 
appeared  that,  although  the  public  had 
no  rtghi  to  pass  over  the  intermediate 
space  between  the  footway  and  the  canal, 
they  were  permitted  by  the  Company  to 
do  so  without  objection :  Held,  that  the 
Company  were  under  no  obligatioa  to 
fence  the  canal ;  and  consequently  that 
no  action  lay  against  them,  under  the 
9  &  10  Vid.  c.  93.,  by  the  peraonal  re- 
presentative of  a  party  who  nad  quitted 
the  footway,  and,  in  oonaeqnenoe  of  the 
dangerous  state  of  the  canal,  fell  in  and 
was  drowned.    Id. 

VI.  On  the  26th  June,  1861,  sn 
order  of  justices  was  made  under  The 
Nuisances  Removal  Act  for  England, 
1855,  18  k  19  VicL  c.  121.,  on  the  owner 
of  premises,  to  abate  certain  nuisances, 
and  was  served  by  being  left  on  the 
premises.  The  order  not  having  been 
obeyed,  the  local  authority,  on  the  16th 
J«/y,  commenced  the  necessary  works, 
which  were  finished  on  the  7th  Septew^ 
her.  The  owner  was  resident  in  AnS' 
traha,  and  on  the  2l8t  May,  1861,  exe- 
cuted a  power  of  attorney  to  the  defend- 
ant to  receive  the  rents :  the  defendant 
received  the  power  of  attorney  on  the 
22nd  Jidv,  and  acted  upon  it  by  re- 
ceiving the  rents  due  at  Michaelmas, 
By  sect.  2  the  word  "  owner"  includes 
any  person  receiving  the  rents  as  trustee 
or  agent.  By  sect.  19,  the  costs  and 
expenses  incurred  in  obtaining  an  order 
and  in  carrying  the  same  into  effect, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  money  paid  for 
the  use  and  at  the  request  of  the  per- 
son on  whom  the  order  is  made;  and 
in  case  of  nuisances  by  the  act  or  default 
of  the  owner,  the  premises  shall  be  and 
continue  eluD^;eabie;  and  such  costs 
and  expenses  may  be  recovered  in  any 
county  or  superior  Court.  Held,  that 
the  defendant  not  being  **  owner'*  within 
sect.  2  at  the  time  when  the  order  was 
made,  was  not  liable  to  an  action  for  the 
costs  and  expences  under  sect.  1 9.  ia 
re  The  Ouardians  of  the  Poor  of  Bljf- 
thing  Union  v.  Wharton,  352. 
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See  Pauper,  Removed  of,  I. 
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OFFICE  OF  ATTORNEY. 
See  Municipal  CorpotxOions. 

ORAL  ADJUDICATION. 
See  Battardy  Order^  1. 

ORDER. 

See  Chvreh  Bate. 

In  bastardj.    See  Beuiardy  Order, 

Of  justice  of  the  peace.    See  Juttiee  of 
the  Peace,  JuriedictUm  of. 

Of  removal.  See  Pauper^  Removal  of. 

PARISH. 

See  Pauper.   Highway. 

L  A  district  which,  bj  order  in  council, 
under  stat.  69  O.  3.  c.  134.  s.  16.,  is 
assigned  to  a  chapel  in  a  parish,  becomes 
a  separate  parish  for  all  ecclesiastical 
purposes,  but  continues  a  part  of  the 
parish  for  other  parochial  purposes,  and 
therefore  the  inhabitants  of  the  district 
are  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of 
churchwarden  for  the  parish.  The 
Queen  ▼.  Stevens  and  WooOcombe,  333. 

IL  Stats.53  O.Z.  c.  dxii.  and  3  &  AW. 
4.  e.  ZTziii.  contain  provisions  by  which 
any  rate  in  the  parish  of  C,  made  by 
virtue  of  either  or  the  Acts,  may  be  re- 
covered by  summons  before  two  justices 
oi  the  peace ;  and  an  appeal  is  given  to 
the  Quarter  Sessions.  Separate  dis- 
tricts for  ecclesiastical  purposes  were 
i^erwards  formed  in  C,  under  stat.  19 
&  20  Vict.  c.  104.  In  1861  the  church- 
wardens  of  C.  gave  notice  that  a  vestry 
of  the  parish,  except  those  districts, 
would  be  held  to  make  a  rate  for  the 
repair  rf  the  parish  church ;  and  in  the 
notice  it  was  stated  that  a  show  of  hands 
would  be  taken  on  each  proposition  or 
amendment  which  might  be  submitted 
to  the  meeting,  and  if  a  poll  should  be 
demanded,  the  polling  would  be  taken 
at  an  adjourned  meeting  on  all  the  pro- 
positions and  amendments  made  at  the 
original  meeting.  At  the  meeting  a  rate 
of  2d.  in  the  pound  was  proposed,  and  an 


amendment  was  moved  **that  no  rate 
be  granted.**  The  majority  were  in  fa- 
vour of  the  amendment.  Upon  a  poll 
being  demanded,  the  vestry  was  ad- 
journed for  the  purpose  of  taking  it.  At 
the  poll  the  voting  was  '*  for  the  motion** 
and  '*  for  the  amendment  ;'*  and  at  the 
close  of  it  the  chairman  declared  the 
motion  to  be  carried,  and  no  other 
amendment  was  allowed  to  be  put: 
Held, 

1.  That  notwithstanding  the  creation 
of  the  separate  districts,  the  local  Acts 
still  applied  to  church  rates  for  the  pa- 
rish cnurch  of  C. 

2.  That,  the  amendment  being  a  di- 
rect negative  of  the  original  motion,  it 
was  not  necessary  to  take  the  poll  on 
each ;  and  that  no  amendment  could  be 
brought  forward  after  the  close  of  the 
poll.  The  Queen  v.  Roberts^  Stone  and 
Mayy  495. 


PARTICULAR  AVERAGE. 
See  Insurance,  Marine,  YIII. 


PARTNERSHIP. 

I.  jr.,  the  licensed  proprietor  of  a 
theatre,  under  stat.  6  &  7  Vict,  c.  68.^ 
entered  into  an  arrangement  with  D. 
whereby  D.  had  the  use  of  the  theatre 
for  dramatic  entertainments.  2).  pro- 
vided the  company,  had  the  selection  of 
the  pieces  to  be  represented,  together 
with  the  entire  management  of  their  re- 
presentation, and  exclusive  control  over 
the  persons  employed  in  the  theatre. 
K.,  on  his  part,  paid  for  printing 
and  advertising,  furnished  the  lighting, 
door  keepers,  scene  shifters  and  super- 
numeraries, and  hired  the  band,  music 
being  a  necessary  part  of  the  perform- 
ance. The  money  tnken  at  the  dorr 
was  taken  by  servants  of  K.,  who 
retained  one  half  of  the  gross  receipts  as 
his  remuneration  for  the  use  of  the 
theatre,  and  handed  the  other  half  to  D. 
Among  the  pieces  represented  were  two 
which  X.  had  the  sole  liberty  of  repre- 
senting or  causiuff  to  be  represented  &c., 
as  assignee  of  tne  author,  under  the 
Dramatic  Literary  Property  Acts,  3  &  4 
W.  4.  c,  15.  and  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45.  Held, 
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that  no  action  under  those  statutes  was 
maintainable  bj  Z.  against  K.^  as  the 
above  facts  did  not  shew  that  those 
pieces  had  been  represented  &c.  by  him, 
or  that  there  was  a  partnership  between 
Z).  and  him  so  as  to  render  him  liable 
for  ^e  representation  &c.  of  them  by  2>. 
Lyon  and  Wife  t.  Knowies^  556. 

II.  The  test  whether  a  person  who  is 
not  an  ostensible  partner  in  a  trade,  is 
nevertheless,  in  contemplation  of  law,  a 
partner,  is, — ^not  whether  he  is  entitled 
to  participate  in  the  profits;  although 
this  afTords  cogent,  often  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  it — ^but  whether  the  trade  has 
been  carried  on  bv  persons  acting  on  his 
behalf;  per  BlaMum  and  MeUor  JJ. 
KiUhaw  v.  Juke9  and  othere^  847. 

III.  Q».  per  Wightman  J.,  of  the  au- 
thoritj  of  mUan  v.  Whitehead,  10  3f. 
^W.SOS?    Id. 


PATENT. 

In  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a 
patent  taken  out  in  1849,  the  defendant, 
in  support  of  a  plea  that  the  invention 
was  not  new,  gave  evidence  that  O.,  who 
was  dead,  hwi  in  J  846  used  a  process 
identical  with  that  in  the  patent.  On 
the  cross-examination  of  the  witnesses  it 
appeared  that,  if  O,  used  the  invention 
and  sold  the  product  before  the  date  of 
the  patent,  it  was  only  in  verv  small 
quantities,  and  that  it  was  not  brought 
into  general  use;  and  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses was  asked  in  cross  examination 
whether  O,  had  not  sold  some  of  the 
product  to  iS.,  and  said  he  had.  The 
plaintiff  in  reply  called  S.^  who  gave 
evidence  that  in  1850  or  1851  O.  sold 
him  a  small  quantity  of  the  product,  and 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  said  that  it  was  a 
new  article,  that  he  did  not  wish  it  to 
be  publicly  known,  and  he  would  sell 
him  all  he  could  manufacture.  Held, 
that  evidence  of  what  O.  said  at  the 
time  of  that  sale  was  not  admissible  in 
reply,  as  it  would  not  have  been  admis- 
■iole  in  chief  on  an  issue  whether  O^ 
before  1849,  used  the  invention.  Hyde 
T.  PakMT^  657. 


PAUPER. 


Lunatic. 


I.  The  expense  of  the  maintenance 
&c.  of  a  pauper  lunatic  above  the  age  of 
sixteen  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  under  lj6  & 
17  Vict,  c.  97.,  is  not  relief  given  to  its 
parent,  so  as  to  prevent  the  parent  ac^ 
quiring,  under  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66^  a 
status  of  irremovability  by  residence  in 
a  parish  during  that  time.  The  Queen 
V.  St,  Mary,  leUngton,  Middlesei,  46. 

II.  Qttffre,  if  the  child  were  under  the 
age  of  sixteen  f    Id, 

m.  A  lunatic  pauper  bom  in  E^' 
land,  whose  father,  an  Irish  man,  bad 
not  gained  a  settlement  in  England^  and 
whose  mother  was  not  known  to  have 
ever  gained  a  settlement,  being  above 
the  age  of  sixteen,  but  living  with  his 
parents,  and  unemancipated,  was  re- 
moved to  a  lunatic  asylum  under  stat. 

16  &  17  Vict,  c,  97. ;  Held,  that  an  order 
for  his  maintenance  upon  the  parish  of 
his  birth  was  rightly  made  under  sect. 
97.  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabiianit  of 
Newchureh,  107. 

IV.  A  pauper  lunatic,  living  by  con- 
sent apart  and  in  a  different  parish  from 
her  husband,  who  was  irremovable  by 
virtue  of  stat.  9  &  10  Viet,  e,  66.,  was 
sent  to  a  lunatic  asylum,  and  an  order 
for  her  maintenance  was  made  upon  the 
parish  of  her  husband*s  settlement,  under 
The  Lunatic  Asylums  Act,  16  &  17  Vict, 
c.  97.  s.  97. :  Held,  that  the  pauper  lu- 
natic was  not  irremovable  by  stat.  11  & 
12  Vict.  e.  111.  «  ].,  and  therefore  that 
the  order  was  rightly  made  under  sect. 
97,  and  not  under  sect  102  of  stat.  16  & 

17  Vict,  c.  97.  The  Gvardians  of  Bad 
Retford  Union,  appellants,  The  Guar- 
diane  of  the  Strand  Union,  respondents, 
122. 

y.  A  Scotchman,  who  had  no  settle- 
ment in  England,  married  an  EngUsh' 
woman.  While  they  resided  together  in 
an  EngUsh  parish,  she  was  sent  as  a 
lunatic  pauper  to  a  lunatic  asylum  by 
order  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  under 
stat.  16  &  17  Viet,  c,  97.     Held,  that 
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notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  stat. 
8  &  9  Viet.  c.  117.,  relative  to  the  re- 
moval of  Scotch  paupers  and  their  fami* 
lies  to  their  own  country,  the  expenses 
of  ner  removal  to  the  asylum  and  her 
maintenance  there  should  oe  charged  to 
the  county,  and  not  to  the  parish  where 
the  husband  and  wife  resided.  The 
Clerk  of  the  Peace  for  Somereet^  appel- 
lant, 7^  Overeeers  of  the  Poor  of  Ship^ 
Aoivif'respondents,  507. 

Removal  of. 

I.  An  IrUh  woman  unmarried,  and 
not  having  any  settlement  in  England^ 
applied  to  the  relieving  officer  of  a  union 
for  an  order  of  admission  to  the  work- 
house, stating  that  she  was  in  distress 
and  lived  in  C,  one  of  the  parishes 
within  the  union,  and  expected  her  con- 
finement that  day.  He  declined  to  give 
her  an  order,  but  told  her  when  she 
became  bad  to  eo  to  the  workhouse  and 
she  would  be  admitted.  In  the  evening 
of  the  same  day,  finding  labour  coming 
on,  she  went  to  the  workhouse  and  told 
the  master  that  she  had  applied  to  the 
relieving  officer  for  an  oraer  without 
success,  and  that  she  was  living  in  C : 
she  was  admlttedi  and  delivered  of  a 
child  two  hours  after.  The  master 
entered  the  name  of  the  mother  in  the 
books  as  **  casual,**  and  charged  her  and 
her  child  to  the  common  fund;  and, 
these  entries  having  been  laid  before 
the  guardians,  the  relief  of  the  mother 
and  child  was  charged  to  the  common 
fund.  Afler  remaining  in  the  workhouse 
a  fortnight,  the  mother  returned  with 
her  child  to  her  former  residence,  and 
continued  there  for  about  twelve  months ; 
she  then  went  with  her  child  to  (?.,  and 
after  four  months  was  admitted  into  a 
reformatory  in  P,  The  child  was  not 
admissible  into  it,  and,  becoming  charge- 
able to  G.,  an  order  for  its  removal  to  C 
was  made  with  its  mother*s  assent,  not- 
withstanding Stat.  9  &  10  Vict,  c.  66. «.  3. : 
Held, 

1.  That  the  child  was  removable,  the 
mother  being  unable  to  afford  it  nurture, 
and  being  already  separated  from  it. 

2.  That  the  mother,  when  admitted 
into  the  workhouse,  was  chargeable  to 
C.  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  7  &  8  Vict, 
c.  101.  «.  56.,  and,  eemblct  also  within  the 


meaning  of  stat.  54  O,  3.  c.  170.  «.  3., 
and  the  child  was  therefore  settled  in 
that  parish  by  reason  of  its  birth  in  the 
union  workhouse.  The  Queen  v.  The 
Inhabitanti  of  St.  Clement  Danee^  143. 

II.  On  the  26th  October^  an  order  for 
the  removal  of  a  pauper  from  A.UiC. 
was  served  on  the  overseers  of  C.  On 
the  6th  November  a  letter  was  written 
to  the  overseers  of  il.  by  the  assistant 
overseer  of  C  applying  for  a  copy  of  the 
depositions  of  toe  grounds  of  removal, 
adding,  '*  as  it  is  intended  to  appeal 
against  such  order  of  removal.*'  No 
notice  was  taken  of  this  letter.  On  the 
11th  December  a  formal  notice  of  appeal 
was  given  by  the  overseers  of  C.  to  the 
overseers  of  .^.  On  the  20th  December 
application  was  made  by  the  overseers 
of  C.  to  the  clerk  to  the  justices  for  a 
copy  of  the  depositions,  which  was  re* 
ceived  on  the  next  day,  and  notice  was 
given  to  the  overseers  of  A.  that  the 
appeal  would  be  entered  and  respited  at 
the  next  Sessions,  which  was  accordingly 
done.  Held,  that  the  Quarter  Sessions 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  enter  and  respite 
the  appeal ;  inasmuch  as, 

1.  The  application  for  a  copy  of  the 
depositions  being  made  to  the  overseers 
of  the  removing  parish,  and  not  to  the 
clerk  to  the  justices,  was  not  sufficient 
within  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  31.  s.  3. 

2.  The  letter  of  the  6th  November 
was  not  a  notice  of  appeal.  The  Queen 
V.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Alhmund^  Derby  ^ 
347. 

HI.  Where,  under  the  9  &  10  Vict, 
c.  66.  s.  4.,  a  warrant  for  the  removal  of 
a  pauper  on  account  of  sickness  or  acci- 
dent is  granted  by  justices  of  the  peace, 
who  state  therein  that  they  are  satisfied 
that  the  sickness  or  accident  will  pro- 
duce permanent  disability,  no  appeal 
lies  to  the  Quarter  Sessions  against  this 
statement.  The  Queen  v.  The  Overseers 
of  the  United  Parishes  of  St.  Mary  and 
St.  Andrew,  Whittlesey,  432. 

lY.  Stat.  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  55.,  passed 
on  Ist  August,  1861,  by  sect.  1  enacts, 
''that  after  the  25th  Inarch  next  the 
period  of  three  years  shall  be  substituted 
for  that  of  five  years  specified  in  sect.  1 
of*  sUt.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  60.,  "and  the 
residence  of  a  person  in  any  part  of  a 
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union  sball  bare  the  saine  effect  in  re- 
ference to  the  provisions  of  the  said  sec- 
tion as  a  residence  in  anj  parish.**  On 
the  12th  March,  1862,  a  township  com- 
prised in  a  union  obtained  an  order  for 
the  removal  of  a  pauper  who  had  resided 
in  the  union  for  three  years  next  before 
tiie  application  for  the  order :  the  order 
was  executed,  and  there  was  no  appeal. 
Held  that,  the  removal  being  illegal,  the 
removing  township  could  not  recover, 
under  stat.  4  &  5  IT.  4.  c.  76.  «.  84.,  the 
expense  of  maintaining  the  pauper  from 
the  time  of  sending  notice  of  chanre- 
ability  to  the  time  of  removal.  The 
Overseen  of  Salfordy  appellants,  The 
Overeeere  of  Maneheeter,  respondents, 
599. 

y.  Stat.  24  ft  25  Via.  c.  55^  passed 
on  1st  Anguet,  1861,  bj  sect.  I  enacts, 
that  ''  after  the  25th  day  a£  March  next 
the  period  of  three  years  shall  be  sub- 
stituted for  that  of  five  years  specified 
in  the  1st  section  oC*  stat.  9  &  10  Via, 
e.  66.,  **  and  the  residence  of  a  person  in 
anv  part  of  a  union  shall  have  the  same 
eflect  in  reference  to  the  provisions  of 
the  said  section  as  a  residence  in  any 
parish:  Held,  that  a  pauper,  who,  on 
the  14th  March,  1862,  when  an  order  of 
removal  was  made,  had  resided  three 
years  in  a  union,  of  which  eighteen 
months  next  before  the  application  for 
the  order  were  in  the  township  of  B., 
and  more  than  three  years  prior  to  those 
eighteen  months  were  in  the  township 
ofX.,  could  not  be  removed  under  it 
after  the  Act  passed.  The  Overseers  of 
Preston,  appellants,  The  Ovetseers  of 
Blackbiam,  respondents,  793. 

See  also  Pauper  Lunatic. 

Settlement  of,  by 

■         apprenticeship. 

By  indenture  of  the  29th  September, 
1845,  K.  was  apprenticed  to  N.  in  the 
township  of  B.  for  five  years ;  there  were 
covenants  by  the  master  to  pa^  weekly 
wages,  and  by  the  father  to  provide  board 
and  lodging  during  the  apprenticeship. 
On  each  Saturday  during  the  term  iV^*s 
works  closed  at  two  o'clock  in  the  after- 
noon :  throughout  the  term  the  pauper 
resided  and  slept  every  night  except 
Saturday,  and   occasionally  Sunday,  at 


lodgings  in  i9. ;  on  each  Saturday  after 
leaving  work  he  went,  until  shortly  after 
his  marriage,  to  the  house  of  his  father, 
who  lived  in  M.:  he  slept  there  on 
Saturday  night,  and  occasionally  on  ^bi- 
day  night,  and  returned  to  his  work  on 
Monday  morning.  Shortly  after  his 
marriage,  which  took  place  about  a  year 
before  the  expiration  of  the  term,  he 
slept  at  his  father-in-law's  house,  which 
was  also  in  M,,  on  Saturdaw  nights,  and 
occasionally  on  Sunday  nights.  For  the 
last  eighteen  months  or  two  years  of  the 
term  he  lodged  at  the  house  of  C.  in  JB., 
except  on  Saturday  nights,  when  C.  re- 
quired the  room  which  he  occupied  for 
members  of  her  own  family  who  came 
to  see  her  on  that  day.  He  slept  at  his 
lodgings  on  the  night  of  Friday  the  27th 
September,  1850,  and  about  two  in  the 
afternoon  of  the  next  day  left  off*  work 
and  went  to  M.,  and  slept  there  that 
night  and  also  on  the  SundiEy  night.  On 
the  Monday  morning  he  returned  to  N., 
and  worked  one  week  at  the  same  rate 
of  wa^es,  and  then  left.  Held,  that  he 
slept  in  M.  as  an  apprentice  on  the  last 
ni^htof  his  apprenticeship,  and  therefore 
gamed  a  settlement  there.  The  Queen  v. 
The  Inhabitants  of  Barton  upon  Irweti, 
604. 

birth.    See  Pauper  Lunatic. 

estate. 

A.  ajpreed  with  B.  to  build  a  bouse 
according  tocertain  specifications  on  land 
then  belonging  to  B.,  in  consideration  of 
which  undertaking,  and  of  an  annoal 
rent  charge  of  25s.,  a  lease  of  the  land 
for  three  lives  was  to  be  granted.  The 
house  was  built  by  A.  according  to  the 
specifications  at  the  cost  of  S5L^  where- 
upon the  lease  was  granted ;  the  grant  of 
the  rent  charge  and  the  erection  of  the 
house  on  the  land  conveyed  being  to- 
gether of  the  pecuniary  value  to  the 
grantor  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  of 
more  than  30/.  Held,  that  A.  hereby 
acquired  a  settlement  under  9  G.  1 .  c.  7. 
s,  5.  The  Queen  v.  The  Overseers  of 
Belford,  662. 

—  renting  a  tenement. 

By  agreement,  dated  December  2^^ 
1859,  a  cottage  was  let  by  i4.  to  B,  for 
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three  months  fVom  the  25th  December^ 
1859,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  18/.,  the  first 
monthly  payment  to  be  made  on  the 
25th  January^  1 850 ;  three  months*  notice 
from  either  party  to  the  other  to  be  a 
safficient  notice  to  quit.  B,  having 
occupied  the  cottage  for  eighteen  months 
under  this  agreement:  Held  that  he 
gained  a  settlement  by  renting  a  tene- 
ment for  one  whole  year,  withm  stat.  6 
O.  4.  c.  57.  *.  2.  The  Oveneers  of  Wil- 
leideuj  appellants,  The  Otereeert  of 
Paddingtanj  respondents,  598. 

Derivatlre.    See  Eoidenee^  Secondary^ 
II. 

PAVING. 

Se^PMieHeaUhAct, 


PAYMENT. 
Under  bill  of  sale.    See  BiU  of  Sale. 

In   exchange  for  shipping   documents. 
See  Contract,  HI. 

By  Loan  Society.   See  Loan  Society. 

Of  money  into  Court.    See  Bankruptcy, 
II.  III.    Court,  County,  I. 

Flea  of.    See  Pleading. 

PERJURY. 
See  Court,  County,  11. 

PETITION  IN  FORMA  PAUPERIS. 
See  Bankruptcy,  IV.  V. 

PLEADING. 

I.  In  an  action  on  common  counts  the 
defendant  pleaded  that,  in  consideration 
that  the  defendant  would  at  once  pay  to 
the  pluntiff  the  whole  of  his  claim,  ex- 
cept a  certain  portion  claimed  by  the 
defendant  as  a  deduction  from  it,  the 

Slaintiff  a^eed  that  that  sum  should  be 
eposited  m  the  hands  of  a  third  party, 
to  DC  held  by  him  in  trust  for  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  until  the  difference 
between    them    should    be    adjusted; 
rou  in.  8  T     I 


ailing  performance,  and  that  the  differ- 
ence was  still  pending:  Held  good  as  a 
special  plea  of  payment.  Page  y.  Meek, 
259. 

II.  Q^ttre,  whether  the  plea  was  sood 
as  a  plea  in  accord  and  satisfaction  r  Id. 

See  Judge  and  Jury,  Functione  of 


POACHING. 
See  Oame. 

POLICY. 
See  Ineurance. 

POLL,  MODE  OP  TAKING. 
See  Parish,  II. 

FOND. 
See  Water. 

POOR. 

See  Pauper. 

POOR  RATE. 
See  Rate,  Poor. 

POSSESSION.* 
See  Conversion, 

POST,  TRANSMISSION  OP  CASE 
BY 

See  Justice  of  the  Peace,  III.  IV. 

POWER  TO  SELL  AND  CONVEY. 
See  Copyhold,  I. 

PREPARATION,  EXPLOSIVE. 
See  Gunpowder, 

PREROGATIVE. 
See  Lakes,  SoQ  qf, 

B.  &8. 
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PRESUMPTION. 
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PRESUMPTION. 
See  Lakei,  Soil  of, 

PRINCES,  RESTRAINTS  OF. 
See  7}incraiic«,  Marine^  L  II.  HI. 

PRINT-WORKS. 

S.  B^  under  ^  thirteen  years  of  age, 
>faa  employed  in  ^'skutcning*'  goiKls 
which  had  been  preyioualj  printed :  she 
was  employed  m  a  room  or  shed,  in 
which  **  Bnishing**  alone  was  carried  on, 
but  which  had  an  internal  and  direct 
communication  with  print-works,  in 
which  all  the  processes  incident  to  the 
chief  process  or  printing  were  carried  on: 
Held,  that  S.  B,  was  employed  in  a 
print-work  within  the  meanmg  of  stat. 
8  &  9  Ftc/.c  29. «.  2.,  whether  •'skutch- 
ing"  was  an  ^'incidental  printing  pro- 
cess** or  not ;  and  therefore  a  surgeon's 
certificate  was  required  bj  sect.  20. 
Hardctutle^  appellant,  Janes,  respondent, 
153. 

PRIVILEGE. 
See  De/amatian,  Libel^  11.  III. 

PRIVITY  OF  CONTRACT. 
See  Contract^  IL 

PROBATE  ACT. 

Declaration  by  a  creditor  against  the 
sureties  on  an  administration  bond  in 
the  form  given  by  the  rules  of  the  Pro- 
bate Court,  under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict,  c. 
77.  «.  81.,  and  assigned  to  him  in  pursu- 
ance of  sect.  £S,  alleging  that  assets  came 
to  the  hands  of  the  administrator,  and 
that  he  wasted  and  appropriated  and 
disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use,  and 
did  not  pay  the  debt  of  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  thereby  put  to  damage,  and  that  all 
things^  existed  and  happened  necessary 
to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  have  the  bond 
assigned  to  him,  and  to  make  the  assign- 
ment to  him  valid,  and  to  entitle  him  to 
recover  on  the  bond  the  debt  and  da- 
mages sustained.    Plea,  that  the  only 


breach  of  the  condition  of  the  bond  w«i 
the  non-payment  of  the  debt  of  the 
plaintiff.  Replication,  that  the  admi- 
nistrator wasted  and  misappropriated 
and  disposed  to  his  own  use,  personsl 
estate  and  effects  of  the  deceased  suffi- 
cient to  pay,  and  wherewith  he  could 
and  ousht  to  have  paid,  the  debt  of  the 
plaintiff:  Held,  that  the  defendant  wss 
entitled  to  judgment,  as  the  bond  coald 
only  be  enforc^  for  the  benefit  of  per- 
sons interested  in  the  estate  of  the  intes- 
tate, and  not  to  recover  the  debt  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  this  even  although  the 
plaintiff  alleged  a  devastavit  as  the  rea- 
son why  the  administrator  bad  not  psid 
the  debt.  Stmdreg  t.  Mickea  ad^- 
other,  405. 

PROCEEDINGS,  STAYING. 

See  Actiany  Second.    Comptmjf, 
Mining, 

PROPERTY  LANDLOCKED. 
See  Way, 

PROSTITUTES. 
See  Be/reshmemt  HanMC. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  ACT, 

I.  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  11 
&  12  Via,  c.  63.,  after  providing  for  the 
constitution  of  the  Greneral  Board  of 
Health,  sect.  4—7 ;  and  of  Local  Boards 
of  Health,  sect.  12 — 88;  and  empower- 
ing the  latter  to  make  special,  sect.  86, 
and  general  district  rates,  sect.  87,  en- 
acts, by  sect.  89.  "The  Local  Board  of 
Health  may  make  and  levy  the  said 
special  and  general  district  rates,  or  any 
or  either  of  them,  prospectively,  in  order 
to  raise  money  for  the  payment  of  future 
charges  and  expenses,  or  retrospectively 
in  order  to  raise  money  for  the  payment 
of  charges  and  expenses  which  may 
have  been  incurred  at  any  time  within 
six  months  before  the  making  of  the 
rate  ^c.**  The  Kingston-'npan.Hidl  Im- 
provement Act,  1854,  17  &  18  Tui. 
c,  ci.,  incorporates,  with  certain  excep- 
tions, the  1 1  &  1 2  Vict,  e,  63.  By  sect.  4 
it  constitutes  the  council  of  the  borough 
of  KinreUm-vpon-HnU  the  Local  Bos^ 
I  of  Heiuth  for  that  place ;  and  by  sect. 


PUBLIC  HEALTH  ACT, 


995 


131,  **Kaj  rate  made  bj  the  Local  Board 
for  an  J  of  the  purposes  of  this  Act  may 
be  made  either  wnolljr  prospectively,  or 
wholly  retrospectively,  or  partly  pros- 
pectivelv  and  partly  retrospectively,  and 
if  for  defraying  liabilities  incurred  before 
the  passing  ofthis  Act,  or  to  be  incurred 
within  six  months  before  the  making  of 
the  rate  or  both :  Provided  always,  that 
any  rate  to  be  laid  for  defraying  liabili- 
ties incurred  before  the  passing  of  this 
Act  shall  be  laid  within  six  months  after 
the  passing  of  this  Act."*  The  Local 
Board  of  uealth  for  Kingtton-upon^HuU, 
who,  in  order  to  defray  the  expenses  on 
certain  public  works  and  improvements 
executed  by  them,  had  levied  a  private 
improvement  rate,  within  the  meaning 
of  those  Acts,  upon  certain  occupiers, 
discovered,  after  the  rate  was  paid,  that 
it  had  been  made  and  the  money  paid  in 
error.  Afler  the  expiration  of  six 
months  from  the  time  of  payment,  two 
of  thf)se  occupiers  sued  the  Board  to 
recover  back  tneir  money,  and  obtained 
judgment  by  default;  and  finding  that 
the  Board  had  not  any  funds  available 
for  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment, 
claimed  a  mandamus  under  The  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  1854, 17  &  18  Vict, 
e,  125.  »,  68.,  to  compel  them  to  make  a 
rate  for  the  purpose :  Held,  that  as  the 
six  months  limited  by  the  statutes  had 
expired  thev  were  not  entitled  to  it. 

Qtiiere,  whd[ther,if  the  six  months  had 
not  expired,  the  judgment  would  have 
been  a  charge  within  those  enactments  ? 
Burland  and  another  v.  Hie  Local  Board 
of  Health  of  Kiugston-upon  Hvll^  271. 

II.  Under  The  Public  Health  Act, 
1848,  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63.  9.  69.,  which 
empowers  every  Local  Board  of  Health 
to  require  the  owners  or  occupiers  of 
premises  fronting,  adjoining,  or  abutting 
upon  a  street  (not  being  a  highway),  to 
sewer,  level,  pave,  flag,  or  channel  the 
same,  and  in  default  to  execute  the  works 
required,  and  charge  the  expences  on  the 
owners,  according  to  the  frontage  of 
their  premises,  and  in  such  proportion  as 
shall  be  settled  by  the  surveyori  or,  in 
case  of  dispute,  as  shall  be  settled  by 
arbitration  (having  regard  to  all  the 
circumstances  of  tne  case),  the  expence 
of  each  owner  should  be  apportioned  ac- 
cording to  the  frontage  of^  the  premises, 

3  T  2 


irrespective  of  the  width  of  the  street. 
The  Queen  v.  The  Newport  Local  Board 
of  Health,  341. 

III.  Under  that  enactment  a  railway 
and  canal  Company,  whose  premises 
abut  on  a  street,  but  with  a  fence  be- 
tween them  and  the  street,  is  liable  to  be 
charged.    Id. 

TV.  By  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848, 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  63.  «.  68.,  the  manage- 
ment of  all  streets  being  highways,  with- 
in any  district,  is  vested  m  the  Local 
Board  of  Health ;  and  by  sect.  69,  in  case 
any  street,  not  being  a  highway,  is  not 
sewered  &c.  to  the  satisfaction  of  that 
Board,  it  may,  by  notice  in  writing, 
require  the  owners  or  occupiers  of  the 
premises  fronting  &c.  upon  it  to  sewer 
&c.  the  same  within  a  specified  time; 
and  if  this  is  not  complied  with,  that 
Board  may  execute  the  works,  and  the 
expences  shall  be  paid  by  the  owners  in 
default,  and  either  be  recovered  in  a 
summary  manner,  or  declared  to  be 
private  improvement  expenses.  By  sect. 
129,  all  damf^es,  costs  and  expenses  re- 
coverable uoder  that  Act  are  made  re- 
coverable before  two  justices  of  the 
peace.  The  Local  Government  Act, 
1858, 21  &  22  Vict.  c.  98.  e.  4.,  enacts  that 
it  shall  be  construed  together  with  the 
former  Act,  and  be  deemed  part  of  it. 
Sect.  62  enacts,  that  where  the  Local 
Board  has  incurred  expencetf  for  which 
the  owners  of  premises  are  made  liable, 
they  may  be  recovered  from  the  owner 
when  the  works  are  completed,  and  shall 
be  a  charge  on  the  premises  and  bear 
interest  till  payment,  and  in  all  summary 
proceedings  by  a  Local  Board  for  the 
recovery  of  expences  incurred  by  them 
in  works  of  private  improvement,  the 
time  within  wnich  such  proceedings  may 
be  taken  shall  be  reckoned  from  the  date 
of  the  service  of  notice  of  demand. 
And  by  sect.  63,  the  apportionment  o  f 
expences  by  the  Local  Board  shall  be 
binding  and  conclusive  on  every  such 
owner  unless,  within  three  months  from 
the  time  of  notice  given  of  the  amount, 
he  shall  dispute  it  by  written  notice.  By 
11  &  12  Vtct.  c.  43.  e.  11.  it  is  provided 
that,  in  all  cases  where  no  time  is  limited 
for  makinff  complaints  or  laying  in- 
formations t>efore  justices  of  the  peace. 
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they  shall  be  made  or  lud  within  six  i 
calendar  months  from  the  time  when  the 
matter  of  such  complaint  or  information 
arises.  A  street  beinir  out  of  repair,  the 
Local  Board  of  Health  gave  notice  to 
the  owners  of  the  adjoining  houses  to 
repair  it ;  and,  on  this  not  being  com- 
plied with,  executed  the  works,  and  gave 
notice  of  the  expences  and  apportionment 
to  each  of  the  owners.  The  owners  gave 
no  notice  of  disputing  the  apportionment, 
and,  at  the  end  of  the  tnree  months 
limited  by  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  98.  s,  63.,  the 
Board  made  a  demand  of  the  amount. 
The  owners  having  refused  to  pay,  and 
the  expences  not  having  been  declared 
to  be  private  improvement  expences; 
Held,  that  the  Board  had  six  months 
from  the  expiration  of  the  three  months 
during  whicn  the  apportionment  might 
have  been  disputed  to  take  proceedings 
before  justices  of  the  peace  for  the 
recovery  of  the  amount.  Jaamb^  Clerk 
to  the  MM  Orten  Local  Boards  appel- 
lant, Dodgson^  respondent,  461. 

v.  By  the  Public  Health  Act,  1848, 
11  &  12  Vict,  c,  63.  9.  54.,  the  surveyor 
of  the  Local  Board  of  Health  may  ex- 
amme  any  drain,  water-closet,  privy, 
cesspool,  or  ash  pit,  and  if  it  is  in  bad 
order  and  condition  the  Board  shall 
cause  notice  in  writing  to  be  given  to 
the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  premises, 
reouiring  him  to  do  the  necessary  works ; 
ana  if  such  notice  be  not  complied  with, 
the  party  shall  be  liable  to  a  penalty  for 
every  day  during  which  he  makes  de- 
fault :  Held,  that  the  discretion  to  deter- 
mine what  works  are  necessary  to  be 
done  is  vested  in  the  Board,  and  that,  on 
a  proceeding  before  justices  to  recover 
the  penalty  under  sect.  129,  they  have 
no  jurisdiction  to  review  its  determina- 
tion. BargreapeSf  appellant,  Taylor^ 
respondent,  613. 


QUARTER  SESSIONS. 
S  ee  SffMions^  Quarter. 

RAILWAY. 

Company.     See  Compaity^  Baihoay. 
Rate.     See  Bate^  Railway. 
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Church. 

Declaration  against  justices  of  the 
peace  alleged  that  the  plaintifis  were 
rated  to  a  church  rate,  the  validity  of 
which  rate  was  disputed  by  them ;  that 
they  were  summoned  for  nonpayment  of 
the  rate ;  that  at  the  hearing  before  the 
defendants,  the  plaintiffs,  in  good  faith 
disputing  the  validity  of  the  rate,  gave 
the  defendants  notice  thereof:  yet  the 
defendants,  not  acting  bonA  fide  in  the 
belief  that  they  were  acting  in  con- 
formity to  law,  and  when  they  well  knew 
that  they  had  not  jurisdiction  to  proceed, 
made  an  order  for  payment  of  the  rate, 
which  order  was  afterwards  ^  quashed, 
and  issued  their  warrant  of  distress,  by 
virtue  of  which  the  goods  of  the  plain- 
tiff were  distrained.  Fleas:  1.  Not 
guilty.  2.  As  to  the  distraining  of  the 
goods  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  warrant 
was  issued  on  the  application  of  the 
churchwardens,  and  executed  by  thdr 
direction,  as  well  as  bv  the  command  of 
the  defendants,  and  that  the  plaintiffii 
afterwards  recovered  judgment  in  re- 
plevin in  the  Countv  Court.  On  the 
trial  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs 
objected  berore  the  iustices  to  the  vali- 
dity of  the  rate  ;  but  the  defendants 
overruled  the  objections,  and  made  the 
order,  and  subsequently  the  distress 
warrant,  to  enforce  the  paymoit  of  it. 
The  order  was  made  on  the  6th  Jamury, 
IS69 ;  the  distress  warrant  was  aigned 
by  the  plaintiffs  on  the  Srd  Febrwary^ 
and  the  seizure  under  it  was  on  the  14tli 
March.  Onthe27thil/»ratheplaintiflQ| 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  certiorari  to 

anash  the  order,  and  on  the  11th  of  Juae 
lie  order  was  quashed.  The  action  was 
commenced  on  the  13th  of  Jiaw.  An 
examined  copy  of  the  jud^nnent  in  the 
action  of  replevin,  not  under  the  seal 
of  the  County  Court,  was  produced  by 
the  r^strar  of  the  Court.  The  Judge 
directed  the  jury  that,  if  they  believed 
that  the  plaintiffi  bonft  fide  intended  to 
depute,  and  did  dispute,  the  validity  of 
^e  rate,  and  save  notice  thereof  to  the 
defendants,  who  notwithstanding  deter- 
mined to  proceed,  the  plaintiffii  were 
entitled  to  recover ;  but  if  they  thought 
that  the  objections  made  by  tbe  plaintiffs 
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to  the  yaliditj  of  the  rate  were  put 
forward  merelj  as  a  pretext  for  the  pur- 
pose  of  evading  pajrment  thereof,  and 
ousting  the  jurismction  of  the  justices, 
they  should  find  for  the  defendants. 
Held, 

1.  Per  Wjghtman  and  BlaeUmm  JJ., 
MeUor  J.  dissentiente,  that  the  justices 
were  not  liable  unless  they  acted  with- 
out reasonable  and  probable  cause  in 
deciding  that  the  rate  was  not  bonA  fide 
disputed ;  and  therefore  there  was  a 
misdirection  in  not  leaving  to  the  jury 
the  question  whether  the  justices  acted 
without  reasonable  or  probable  cause 
for  their  decision. 

2.  Per  Wightman,  Blackburn  and  Mel- 
hr  JJ.,  that,  as  regards  the  making  of 
the  order,  the  defendants,  if  they  needed 
protection,  were  protected  by  stat.  53 
O.  8.  c.  127.  «.  12.,  which  enacts  that 
an  action  brought  for  any  thing  done  in 
pursuance  of  the  Act  shall  be  commenced 
within  three  calendar  months  next  after 
the  fact  committed :  and 

3.  That  the  examined  copy  of  the 
judgment  in  the  County  Court  was 
sufficient  proof  of  the  substance  of  the 
second  plea;  and  that  the  judgment  in 
replevin  was  a  bar  to  the  recovery  of 
damages  for  the  seizure :  and 

4.  That  the  costs  of  bringing  up  and 
Quashing  the  order  were  no  part  of  the 
damage  arising  from  the  seizure;  and 
guare,  whether  they  could  have  been 
recorered  as  special  damage  if  the  action, 
as  regards  the  making  of  the  order,  had 
been  brought  within  the  three  months 
limited  by  stat.  53  G.  3.  e.  127. «.  12. 
Pease  ana  others  T.  Chaytor  and  another^ 
620. 

See  Parish,  II. 
County. 

The  Mayor  and  Free  Burgesses  of  the 
borough  of  East  Looe,  who  were  a  cor- 
poration by  prescription,  received^  a 
charter  from  Queen  JEUxabethcon^Tmina 
their  ancient  rights  and  privileges,  ana 
granting  others.  A  further  charter  was 
granted  by  King  Janus  the  Second,  by 
which  certain  officers  of  the  borouffh 
were  to  be  justices  of  the  peace  in  the 
borough,  and  were  empowered  to  hold 
sessions  of  the  peace,  and  to  inquire  of, 
hear,  and  determine  whatsoever  tres* 
passes,  misprisions,  and  other  defects  and 
articles  within  the  borough  committed. 


which  the  justices  of  the  peace  in  any 
county  might  hear  and  determine;  so 
that  they  did  not  proceed  to  the  deter* 
mination  of  any  treason,  murder,  felony, 
or  any  matter  touching  the  loss  of  life ; 
with  a  non-intromittant  clause  to  the 
justices  of  the  county.  Sessions  had 
been  regularly  held  by  the  borough  jus- 
tices ;  but  no  persons  had  been  indicted 
or  tried  there,  the  practice  being  to  send 
all  offenders  to  the  county  gaol  for  trial 
at  the  assizes  or  sessions  of  the  county ; 
the  only  business  done  at  the  borough  ses- 
sions being  presentments  for  nuisances. 
The  cost  of  maintuning  the  persons  so 
committed  had  been  sometimes  paid  out 
of  the  borough  poor  rate.  The  county 
justices  had  never  exercised  any  juris- 
diction in  the  borough,  except  in  the 
custody  and  trial  of  prisoners  sent  to 
them  by  the  borough  justices ;  nor  had 
the  inhabitants  of  the  borough  ever  been 
assessed  to  the  county  rate,  nor  had  any 
rate  in  the  nature  of  a  county  rate  been 
levied  in  the  borough.  By  stat.  15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  81.  «.  51.,  relating  to  the  assess- 
ment of  county  rates,  the  word  "  county" 
shall,  in  the  construction  of  that  Act, 
mean  and  include  an^  liberty,  franchise, 
or  other  place  in  which  rates  in  the  na- 
ture of  county  rates  may  be  levied, 
having  a  separate  commission  of  the 
peace,  and  not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  county  at  large  in  which  such 
liberty,  &c.,  may  lie,  nor  contributing  to 
the  county  rates  for  such  county.  Held, 
that  the  borough  of  East  Looe  was 
within  the  definition  given  in  that  sec- 
tion, and  therefore  was  not  liable  to  be 
assessed  to  the  rate  for  the  county  at 
large.  The  Mauar  ^c.  of  East  Looe, 
appellants.  The  Justices  of  the  Peace  for 
ComwaU,  respondents,  20. 

District.    See  Public  Health  Act. 

Highway. 

In  1859  an  Act  was  obtained  for 
making  a  turnpike  road  from  L,  to  A,,  a 
distance  of  about  sixteen  miles,  and  em- 
powering the  trustees  to  take  tolls  on 
two  portions  of  the  road  so  soon  as  they 
were  respectively  completed  and  open  to 
the  public.  In  1861,  one  of  these  por- 
tions, being  a  distance  of  about  nine 
miles,  was  opened  to  the  public,  and  tolls 
were  taken  on  it.  The  otner  portion  had 
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not  been  commenced.  Upon  an  infor- 
mation, under  stat.  4  &  5  Vid.  c.  59.  «.  1., 
alleging  that  the  funds  of  the  trust  were 
insufficieDt  for  the  repairs  of  the  turn- 
pike  roads  comprised  therein,  and  that 
part  of  the  roao  so  opened  was  out  of 
repair :  Held,  that  the  justices  had  ju- 
risdiction to  order  a  portion  of  the  high- 
way rate  to  be  applied  to  the  repair 
of  the  road.  WUham  Roberts^  appellant, 
•TbAn  iZofterff,  respondent,  183. 

Poor. 

L  The  parish  of  K,  compriset  seyeral 
townships,  of  which  S,  is  one.  The  yi- 
carial  tithes  of  i^.  were  commuted  at 
86/.  13«.  4</.,  the  amount  of  which  appor* 
tioned  to  S.  was  60/.  1«.  4d.  The  vicar- 
age was  also  endowed  with  glebe  in  the 
parish  of  K ,  but  not  in  the  vicar*s  pas- 
toral charge,  and  with  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  glebe  invested  in  the  funds, 
together  amounting  to  300/. ;  Held,  that 
in  assessinff  the  tithe  commutation  rent 
charge  in  S.  to  the  poor  rate,  under  stat. 
6  &  7  IT.  4.  c.  96.,  the  salary  of  a  curate 
necessarily  employed  by  the  vicar  of  K. 
for  the  proper  discharge  of  the  ecclesi- 
astical duties  of  the  parish  should  not 
be  deducted  from  the  tithe  rent  charge 
alone,  but  should  be  charj^  upon  the 
aggregate  of  all  the  annui  proventus  of 
the  vicarage.  The  Over$eer$  of  Seriven 
Vfith  Teni^gatey  appellants,  Fatocetf,  re- 
spondent, 797. 

II.  The  appellants'  railway,  after  pass- 
ing through  the  respondent  among  other 
parishes,  joined  the  X.  and  B,  Railway, 
which  formed  the  only  access  and  outlet 
of  their  railway  to  and  from  X.  By  deed 
dated  Uth  Aprils  1857,  the  appellants 
were  to  be  at  nbertv  to  carry  their  traffic 
over  the  Z.  and  JB.  Railway  unon  the 
terms  of  paying  to  the  X.  and  B.  Com- 
pany a  certain  toll  for  every  passenger. 
The  appellants  accordingly  conveyed 
their  passengers  in  trains  consisting  of 
their  own  carriages,  alonff  their  line  and 
over  the  X.  and  B.  line,  charging  but  one 
fare  for  conveying  a  passenger  from  any 
part  of  their  line  to  any  other  part  of 
theii  line,  or  to  any  part  of  the  X.  and 
S,  line,  and  paid  to  the  X.  and  B.  Com- 
pany the  agreed  tolls.  On  appeal  ag^ainst 
a  poor  rate,  held  that,  in  ascertaining 
the  rateable  value  of  the  appellants*  rail- 


way in  the  respondent  parish,  the  tolls 
paid  to  the  X.  and  B.  Railway  Comptny 
should  first  be  deducted.  Tke  Quen  r. 
The  Vestry  and  Churchwardent  of  SL 
Pancnuy  810. 

Sewers.    See  MetropoKi  Load  Mauge- 
meni  Act,  II. 


REASONABLE. 
Notice.    See  BUI  qf  Sale. 
And  probable  cause.   See  Bate,  Churdu 
Use  of  land.    See  Nmeanee^  I.  IL 

RECOVERY  OF  APPORTION- 
MENT. 

See  PMie  HeaUh  Act 

REFRESHMENT  HOUSE. 

By  stat.  23  &  24  Viet.  c.  27.#.  32. 
"  every  person  licensed  to  keep  a  re- 
freshment house  under  this  Act^  who 
shidl  knowingly  suffer  prostitutes, 
thieves,  or  druncen  and  disordery^  per- 
sons to  assemble  at  or  continue  in  or 
upon  his  premises**  is  liable  to  a  penalty 
recoverable  before  justices.  Upon  an 
information  under  this  section,  a  metro- 
politan police  magbtrate  convicted  the 
appellant,  and,  in  a  case  stated  for  the 
opinion  of  this  Court,  found  that  prosti- 
tutes assembled  on  tfie  premises  of  the 
appellant  in  furtherance  of  prostitution. 
The  Court  upheld  the  conviction. 

Per  Blachlmm  J.  It  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  a  conviction  if  the 
magistrate  found  that  prostitutes  assem- 
bled as  such.  BeiaeoOf  appellant,  Aui- 
nani,  respondent.  Barton,  f^pellaot, 
Hannanit  respondent,  13. 

See  Maeter  and  Sennrntj  IL 

RELATION,  TITLE  BY. 
See  Bankmpteyy  YL  Yll. 

REMOVAL. 
Of  nuisance.    See  Nttieance,  IIL  VL 
Order  of.    See  Pauper,  Removal  of 


RENT  CHARGE. 
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RENT  CHARGE. 
See  Income  Tax.    Bate^  Poor^  I. 

RENTING  A  TENEMENT. 
See  Pauper^  SetUement. 

REPAIR  OF  HIGHWAY. 
See  Highway. 

REPLEVIN,  JUDGMENT  IN. 
See  Bate^  Church. 

REPLY,  EVIDENCE  IN. 
&ee  Patent. 

REPRESENTATION. 
See  Warranty,  n.IIL  V. 

RESTRAINTS  OF  PRINCES. 
See  Intwraneef  Marine^  1. 11.  IIL 

REVERSION,   COVENANT  RUN- 
NING WITH. 

See  Covenant  running  with  Reversion. 

ROAD. 
See  Tumpihe.    Highway. 

SALARY  OF  CURATE. 
See  Bate,  Poor,  L 

SALE. 
See  Bankruptcy,  L 
BiU  of.    See  BiU  of  Sale. 

SATISFACTION. 
See  Pleading. 

SCOTCH  PAUPER. 
See  Pauper  Lunatic,  V. 


SEARCH  FOR  DOCUMENT. 
See  Evidence,  Secondary. 

SEAWORTHINESS. 
See  Insurance,  Marine,  IV.  V. 

SECOND  ACTION. 
See  Action,  Second. 

SECONDARY  EVIDENCE. 
See  Evidence. 

SECURITY. 
For  debt.    See  Bankruptcy,  11.  HI. 
For  ooflts.    See  Action,  Second. 

SEIZURE. 
See  Bankruptcy,  1. 

SELL,  POWER  TO. 
See  Copyhold,  I. 

SERVANT. 
See  Master  and  Servant 

SESSIONS. 

Quarter.    See  Evidence,  Secondary. 

,  appeal  to.  See  Bastardy  Order, 

Pauper,  Benufval  of,  II.  III. 

Petty.    See  Bastardy  Order,  I.  IIL 

SET-OFF. 
See  Company,  Joint  Stock. 

SETTLEMENT. 
See  Pauper. 

SEVERAL  FISHERY. 

The  allegation  of  a  several  fishery, 
prim&  facie,  iiDports  ownership  of  the 
soil:   per   Wightman  and   Mellor  JJ. ; 
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SEWERS. 


SUMMARY  CX)NVICrnON. 


Cockbum  C.  J.  dissenting,  but  holding 
thin  Court  bound  by  the  authorities  to 
that  effect.  ManhaU  y.  The  UUetwater 
Steam  Naoigatum  Company  (JAmited)^ 
732. 


SEWERS. 

See  PubUc  Health  Act,  II.    Metrop(^, 
Local  Management  Act^  II.     Water. 


SHERIFF. 
See  Courts  Contempt  of, 

SHIPPING  DOCUMENTS. 
See  Contract,  III. 

SIGNALS,  FOG. 
See  Chmpowder, 

SKUTCHING. 
See  Print  Worhi. 

SOCIETY,  LOAN. 
See  Loan  Society, 

SOIL  OF  LAKES. 
See  Lakee,  Soil  of. 

SOUTH  WALES. 
See  Highway f  I. 

SPRINGS,  UNDERGROUND. 
See  Water. 

STANNARIES  COURT. 
See  Company,  Mining,  I.  II. 

STATEMENT  IN  POLICY. 
See  Lisurance,  Life,  U.    Marine,  YII. 

STAYING  PROCEEDINGS. 
See  Action,  Second.    Company,  Mining. 


SUMMARY  CONVICTION. 

See  Juetiee  of  the  Peace,  JurietKetion  of, 
Eefreehment  Honee. 


SUMMONS. 
See  Nuisanee,  IIL 
Judgment.     See  Court,  Comity. 
Interpleader.     See  Court,  Contempt  of 


SUPERIOR   COURT,  TRANSMIS- 
SION OF  CASE  TO, 

See  Justice  of  the  Peace,  III.  IV. 


SURVEYOR  OF  HIGHWAY. 
See  Highufoy,  IL 

TIME,  LIMITATION  OP. 
Sec  Puhiic  Health  Act,  I.  IV. 
For  appeal.  See  Baetardy  Order. 

TENEMENT,  RENTING. 
See  Pamper,  Settlementof 

TITHE     COMMUTATION    RENT 
CHARGE. 

See  Rate,  Poor. 

TITLE. 
See  Juitice  of  the  Peace,  Juriediction  of, 

BjT  relation.    See  BaMhruptey,Yl.\U, 

TOLL. 
See  Turt^nhe,  IL  III. 

TRADE,  LIBEL  IN  WAY  OF. 
See  Defamation,  Libd^  I. 


TRESPASS. 

TRESPASS. 

Ab  initio.    See  Dutress. 

In  search  of  game.    See  Oamt.    Justice 
of  the  Peace^  JwrUdMon  of  I. 

TRUST. 
See  Co/>yAo2i,  II. 

TURNPIKE. 

I.  The  Turnpike  Act,  3  Q.  4.  c.  126. 
#.121.,  enacts,  that  if  any  person  shall 
haul  or  draw  upon  any  turnpike  road 
"  any  timber,  stone,  or  other  thing,  other- 
wise than  upon  wheeled  carriages,  or 
shall  suffer  any  timber,  stone,  or  other 
thing,  which  shall  be  carried  principally 
or  in  part  upon  wheeled  carriages,  to 
drag  or  trail  upon  such  road  to  the  pre- 
judice thereof,**  he  shall  be  subject  to  a 
penalty  not  exceeding  40#.  over  and 
above  the  damages  occasioned  thereby. 
On  an  information  for  hauling  and 
drawing  upon  the  turnpike  road  a  quan- 
tity of  bolting  straw  otherwise  than  upon 
a  wheeled  carriage :  held, 

1.  That  a  wheel-car,  being  a  rough 
skeleton  of  woodwork,  about  fifteen  feet 
in  length  and  four  in  breadth,  placed 
upon  two  wheels,  which  ran  rather  be- 
hind the  centre,  and  the  forepart  of  it 
(which  was  shod  with  iron)  when  ffoing 
down  hill  slided  along  the  ground  and 
retarded  its  descent,  was  not  a  "  wheeled 
carriage**  within  the  meaning  of  the  sec- 
tion.   But, 

2.  Per  Crompton  and  MeUor  JJ., 
Cockbum  C.J.  dubitante,  that  the  "other 
thing**  so  hauled  or  drawn  must  be  ejus- 
dem  generis  as  timber  or  stone.  The 
JRadnorahire  Cownty  Roads  Board,  ap- 
pellants, Evans^  respondent,  400. 

II.  The  provision  of  stot,  8  O.  4. 
e.  126.  w.  28.  32.,  which  exempts  from 
toll  on  turnpike  roads  carriages  em- 
ployed only  in  carrying  manure,  and 
enacts  that  toll  shall  not  be  demanded 
for  them  "  by  reason  only  of  any  basket 
or  baskets,  empty  sack  or  sacks,  or 
spade,  shovel,  or  fork  necessary  for 
loadinff  or  unloading  such  manure,  &c., 
being  m  or  upon  any  such  carriage,  &c.,'* 
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isnotrepealedby  8tat.5&6  Tr.4,c.18. 
9.  I.,  which  enacts,  that  **no  toll  shall  be 
demanded  or  taken  on  any  turnpike 
road  for  or  in  respect  of  any  horse,  beast, 
cattle,  or  carriage,  when  employed  in 
carrying  or  conveying  only  dung,  soil, 
compost,  or  manure  for  land,  (save  and 
except  lime,)  and  the  necessary  imple« 
ments  used  for  filling  the  manure,  and 
the  cloth  that  may  have  been  used  in 
covering  any  hay,  clover,  or  straw  which 
may  have  oeen  conveyed.**  Rtchens^ 
appellant,  Wiggins^  respondent,  958. 

III.  A  person  drove  through  a  turn- 
pike gate  a  cart  laden  with  ^den  pro- 
duce packed  in  baskets,  paymg  the  toll, 
and  returned  the  next  morning  with  the 
cart  laden  with  manure  for  land,  on  the 
top  of  which  were  the  baskets  empty : 
Held,  that  no  toll  was  demandable  on 
account  of  these  baskets  being  on  the 
cart.     Id, 

UNDERGROUND  SPRINGS. 
See  Water. 

UNMARRIED  WOMAN. 
See  Court,  County,  II. 

UNION. 
See  Pauper,  Removal  of  I.  IV.  V. 

UNTRUE  STATEMENT  IN 
POLICY. 

See  Insurance,  Life,  11. 

USE,  REASONABLE,  OF  LAND. 
See  Nuisance,  I.  II. 

USER,  PRIOR,  OF  PATENT. 
See  Patent. 

VAGRANT. 

I.  Upon  an  information  under  stat. 
5  O.  4.  c.  83.  s.  4.,  charging  the  respon- 
dent with  running  away  from  the  parish 
of  B.,  whereby  his  wife  became  charge- 
able to  that  parish,  it  appeared  that  he 
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WAIVER. 


and  his  wife  had  separated  hy  consent 
in  1858,  when  she  hau  means  of  support, 
and  that  tbev  had  no  personal  communi- 
cation until  1861,  when  she  became 
chargeable  without  his  knowledge: 
Held,  that  he  had  not  committed  the 
offence  charged.  Sweeney,  appellant, 
Spooner,  respondent,  329. 

II.  Qiuere.  Whether  upon  such  an 
information  the  evidence  of  the  wife  is 
admissible  against  her  husband  P    Id. 

VERBAL  NOTICE  OF  APPEAL. 
See  BoMtardy  Order, 

VESTRY  MEETING. 
See  ParUh. 

VEXATIOUS  INDICTMENTS. 

I.  Under  The  Vexatious  Indictments 
Act,  22  &  23  Vict.  e.  17.,  it  is  sufficient 
if  the  consent  of  the  Judge  to  the  pro- 
secution is  given  in  writing;  and  no 
previous  summons  or  notice  to  the  party, 
or  even  affidavit  of  the  facts,  is  neces- 
sary.    The  Queen  y.  Bray,  256. 

IL  The  Court  will  not  interfere  with 
the  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the 
Judge  under  this  statute.    Id. 

III.  A  person  having  given  evidence 
at  a  trial,  the  Judge  did  not  give  any 
direction  to  prosecute  him  for  perjury. 
About  a  fortnight  afterwards,  applica- 
tion was  made  to  the  same  Judge  for 
his  consent  for  that  purpose.  The  party 
had  received  no  notice  of  the  applica- 
tion, which  was  not  founded  on  either 
summons  or  affidavit ;  but  a  copy  of  a 
newspa^r,  containing  a  report  of  the 
proceedings  at  the  trial,  was  laid  before 
the  Judge  to  refresh  his  jnemory  as  to 
the  facts,  on  which  he  wrote  "  I  consent 
to  the  prosecution  in  this  case:**  held 
aufficient  within  the  statute.    Id. 

VICE  WARDEN  OF  STAN- 
NARIES COURT. 

See  Company,  Mining. 

WAGES. 
See  Master  and  Servant,  I. 


WAIVER. 
See  Bin  of  Exchange.  I. 

WARRANTY. 

I.^  In  policies  of  insurance  and  charter 
parties,  the  word  "  warranty"  is  synony- 
mous with  "  condition.**  Per  Erie  C.  J., 
PM}ch  C.  B.,  WHHame  and  Kea^  JJ., 
and  ChanneU  B.    Behn  v.  Bnmees,  751. 

II.  A  **  representation**  is  a  statement, 
or  assertion,  made  by  one  party  to  the 
other,  before  or  at  the  time  of  a  contract, 
of  some  matter  or  circumstance  relating 
to  it.    Id. 


IIL  Although  a  representation  is  s 
times  contained  in  the  written  instru- 
ment, it  is  not  an  integral  part  of  the 
contract ;  and,  consequently  tne  contract 
is  not  broken  though  the  representation 
proves  to  be  untrue ;  nor  (with  the  ex- 
ception of  the  case  of  policies  of  insur- 
ance, at  all  events  marine  policies,  which 
stand  on  a  peculiar  anomalous  footing) 
is  such  untruth  any  cause  of  action,  nor 
has  it  any  efficacy  whatever,  unless  the 
representation  was  made  firaudulentlf, 
either  by  reason  of  its  being  made  with 
a  knowledge  of  its  untruth,  or  by  reason 
of  its  being  made  dishonestly,  with  a 
reckless  ignorance  whether  it  was  true 
or  untrue.    Id. 

IV.  With  respect  to  statements  in 
a  contract  descriptive  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  it,  or  of  some  material  incident 
thereof,  the  true  doctrine  is  that>,  gene- 
rally speaking,  if  the  descriptive  state- 
ment was  intended  to  be  a  substantive  oari 
of  the  contract,  it  is  to  be  regardea  ss 
a  warranty,  that  is  to  say,  a  condition  on 
the  failure  or  non-performance  of  which 
the  other  party  may,  if  he  is  so  minded 
repudiate  the  contract  in  toto,  and  so  be 
relieved  from  performing  his  part  of  it, 
provided  it  has  not  been  partially  exe- 
cuted in  his  favour.  I^  indeed,  ne  has 
received  the  whole  or  any  substantial 
part  of  the  consideration  for  the  promise 
on  his  part,  the  warranty  loses  Uie  cha- 
racter of  a  condition,  or,  to  speak  per- 
haps more  properly,  ceases  to  be  avail- 
able as  a  condition,  and  becomes  a  war- 
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ranty  in  the  narrower  sense  of  the  word 
— viz.,  a  stipulation  by  way  of  agree- 
ment, for  the  breach  of  which  a  com- 
pensation most  be  sought  in  damages. 

y.  The  position  that  a  statement 
of  this  kind  in  a  charter  party  which 
may  be  regarded  as  a  mere  representa- 
tion if  the  object  of  the  charter  party 
be  still  practicable,  ma^  be  construed  as 
a  warranty,  if  that  object  turns  out  to 
be  frustrated,  denied  to  be  law.    Id, 

See  Contract,  YIL    Insuranee^  Marine^ 
IV.  VII. 


WATER. 

A*  was  the  owner  of  an  estate,  part  of 
which  was  situate  upon  a  deep  bed  of 
ffravel,  which  itself  was  imbedded  in  a 
basin  of  clay  extending  under  it  and 
the  lands  adjoining.  In  the  lower  part 
of  it  was  a  i>ond  of  the  depth  of  four 
feet,  formed  in  the  gravel  bed,  which 
had  existed  there  from  time  immemorial, 
and  in  which  the  water  rose  naturally 
in  a  considerable  quantity  irom  several 
powerful  springs  at  the  bottom  of  it, 
and  thence  overaowed  the  western  e^e 
of  the  clay  basin,  and  formed  a  rivulet 
which  ran  through  the  grounds  and 
supplied  omarotntal  ponds  therein ;  and 
was  used  for  the  cattle  and  for  supplying 
the  garden  of  the  house.  The  Metro- 
politan Commissioners  of  Sewers,  in 
constructing  a  sewer  along  and  under 
the  centre  of  a  highway,  cut  through  the 
bed  of  gravel  and  the  basin  of  clay  which 
enclosed  it,  at  a  distance  from  A.  a  estate 
varying  from  17  to  153  yards.  The 
immediate  effect  was  to  drain  the  springs 
rising  in  the  bed  of  gravel,  and  prevent 
them  from  finding  their  way  into  the 
pond,  so  that  it  became  dry,  and  the 
rivulet  and  other  ponds  ceased  to  be 
supplied  with  water.  The  Metropolitan 
Sewers  Act,  1848,  11  &  12  Vict,  c.  112. 
«.  50.,  contains  a  proviso  that  where  any 
work  done  by  the  Commissioners  in  pur- 
suance of  vie  provisions  of  the  Act 
**  shall  interfere  with  or  prejudicially 
affect  any  ancient  mill,  or  anjr  right  con- 
nected therewith,  or  other  right  to  the 
use  of  water,  full  compensation  shall  be 
made  to  all  persons  sustaining  damage 
thereby  in  manner  herein  provided  con- 


cerning compensation  to  persons  sustain- 
ing damage  oy  reason  of  the  exercise  of 
any  of  the  powers  of  this  Act."  Sect.  69 
enacts  that  full  compensation  shall  be 
made  out  of  the  rates  to  be  levied  under 
the  Act  '*  to  all  persons  sustaining  any 
damage  by  reason  of  the  exercise  of  any 
of  the  powers  of  this  Act.**    Held, 

1.  That  independently  of  the  statute 
A.  wss  not  entitled  to  compensation,  as 
the  effect  of  the  sewer  was  onljr  to  inter- 
cept underground  spings,  which  would 
otherwise  nse  into  tne  pond. 

2.  That  A,  was  not  entitled  to  com- 
pensation under  sect  69  of  the  statute ; 
per  Cockbum  C.  J.,  Wightman  and  Mel- 
lor  JJ. :  nor  under  the  proviso  in  sect. 
50;  ^rWightman  and  MeUor  J  J. ;  CocA- 
^iini  C.  J.  dissentiente,  on  the  ground 
that  A,  had  a  right  to  the  water  after  it 
had  risen  to  the  pond,  and  that  ri^ht 
had  been  interfered  with  and  preju-i, 
dicially  affected.  Tht  Q^een  v.  Metro- 
politan Board  of  TForAt,  710. 

WAY. 

Foot    See  Ntdaancey  V. 
High.     See  Highway. 
Of  necessity. 

Where  the  owner  of  a  farm  divided 
it  by  his  will  into  two  portions,  devising 
them  to  A.  and  B,  respectively,  and  the 
portion  of  B,  was  landlocked,  so  that  in 
order  to  reach  it  it  was  necessary  that 
he  should  have  a  right  of  way  over  the 
property  of  il.,  and  the  devisor  during 
his  life'  had  used  a  way  in  a  certain 
direction  over  that  property:  held,  by 
the  Exchequer  Chamber,  affirming  the 
decision  of  the  Queen*s  Bench,  that  a 
right  to  use  that  way  passed  to  B,  by  the 
devise.    Pearson  v.  Spencer,  761. 

WIFE. 

Admissibility  of   evidence  of,    against 
husband.    See  Vagrant,  II. 

Leaving  chargeable.    See  Vagrantt  I. 

Separation  of,  from  irremovable  husband. 
See  Pauper  Lunatic,  IV.  V. 
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WINDING  UP  COMPANY. 
See  Cmnpany^  Mining, 

WORKHOUSE. 
Birth  in.    See  Pauper^  Removal  of,  I. 


WORKS. 


WORKS. 


Accommodation.     See  Compoiiy,  RaS* 
IMIJf ,  X. 

Necessary.    See  Public  Heath  Ad. 


THB   END. 
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